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1900.
APPOINTMENTS IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY—THIRTY-SIXTH
INFANTRY.
To be second lieutenants.

Battalion Sergt. Maj. John M. Craig, Thirty-sixth Infantry,
United States Volunteers, February 12, 1900.

First Sergt. Israel F. Costello, Company K, Thirty-sixth Infan-

, United States Volunteers, Febrnary 12, 1900.
rgt. John A, Huntsman, Company E, Thirty-sixth Infantry,

United States Volunteers, February 12, 1900. i

Q. M. Sergt. George F. Young, Thirty-sixth Infantry, United
States Volunteers, February 12, 1900. :

Sergt. Maj. George J. Oden, Thirty-sixth Infantry, United
States Volunteers, February 12, 1900,

PROMOTIONS IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY.
Twenty-seventh Infantry.

Lieunt, Col. Albert S. Cummins, Twenty-seventh Infantry, to be
colonel, February 4, 1900,

Maj. George L. Byram, Twenty-seventh Infantry, to belieuten-
ant-colonel, February 4, 1900.
P Capt. Louiis C. Scherer, Twenty-seventh Infantry, to be major,

2 3 ”
First Lieut. Zan F. Collett, Twenty-seventh Infantry, to be cap-
tain, February 4, 1900.

Second Lieut. Richard H. Brewer, Twenty-seventh Infantry, to
be first lieutenant, February 4, 1900,

Thirty-sizth Infantry.

. Second Lieut. Edward McGowan, Thirty-sixth Infantry, United
States Volunteers, to be first lieutenant, February 7, 1900,

COMMISSIONERS TO INTERNATIONAL EXPOSITION.

William G. Thompson, of Michigan, to be a commissioner of
the United States to the International Exposition to be held at
Paris in the year 1900.

William M. Thornton, of Virginia, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900.

Arthur E. Valois, of New York, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900.

Henry M. Putney, of New Hampshire, to be a commissioner of
the United States to the International Exposition to-be held at
Paris in the year 1900.

Alvin H, Sanders, of Illinois, to be a commissioner of the United
States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the

1900.

Lonis Stern, of New York, to be a commissioner of the United
States 91:6)0 the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the
year 1900.

- Calvin Manning, of Iowa, to be a commissioner of the United
State;z gté% the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the
ear :
’: Franklin Murphy, of New Jersey, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International ition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900, :

Henry A. Parr, of Maryland, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900.

William L. Elkins, of Pennsylvania, to be a commissioner of
the United States to the International Exposition to be held at
Paris in the year 1900.

Ogden H. Fethers, of Wisconsin, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900.

Peter Jansen, of Nebraska, to be a commissioner of the United
Stat.aalz gt{.}% the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the
year :

Brutus J. Clay, of Kentucky, to bé a commissioner of the United
State?gtor‘}) the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the
year -

Charles A. Collier, of Georgia, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900,

Michael H, De Young, of California, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900.

Thomas F. Walsh, of Colorado, to be a commissioner of the
United States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris
in the year 1900,

James Allison, of Kansas, fo be a commissioner of the United
States to the International Exposition to be held at Paris in the
year 1800,

POSTMASTER.

Asa H, Faulkner, to be postmaster at McMinnville, in the county
of Warren and State of Tennessee,
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

TUESDAY, February 20, 1900.

The House met at 12 o'clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev.
Hexry N. Covpex, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

BRIDGE ACROSS THE RED RIVER OF THE NORTH AT DRAYTON,
N. DAEK.

Mr. SPALDING. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for

ghﬁ raaenR t consideration of the bill S. 160, being the same as the
i . 4167,

TheSPEAKER. The gentleman from North Dakota asks unan-
imous consent for the present consideration of the bill which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 160) to anthorize the construction of a bridge across the Red
River of the North at Drayton, N. Dak. _

The bill was read at length.

f']é'}h;a %glIEA.KER Is there objection to the present consideration
of the ? i

Mr. TALBERT. I would like to ask the gentleman in charge
of the bill if it carries any appropriation at all?

Mr. SPALDING. It carries no appropriation at all. The bill
is drawn in accordance with the regulations of the War Depart-
ment, and is indorsed by that Department.

Mr. TALBERT. Has it been fully considered by a committee?

Mr. SPALDING. It was reported by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

Mr. TALBERT. Unanimously?

Mr, SPALDING. Yes, sir.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection to the present consideration
of the bill? [After re:agause.] The Chair hears none.

The bill was ordered to be read a third time; and it was accord-
inE}IE read the third time, and passed.

motion of Mr. SPALDING, a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the bill was d was laid on the table.

Mr. SPALDING. I move that the bill H. R. 4167, on the same
subject, lie on the table.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, that order will Lbe made.

There was no objection.

NICARAGUA CANAL.

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
two weeks from to-day may be set apart, immediately after the
reading of the Journal, for the consideration of House bill 2538,
a bill providing for the construction of a canal connecting the
waters of the Atlantic and Pacific cceans. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous
consent that Tuesday, two weeks from to-day, be set apart for the
consideration of the Nicaragua Canal bill,

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask the gentle-
man, as I have not had time to read the bill, if there is anything
in it that deprives the United States of the absolute control of the
canal, or do we have to acknowledge that the Clayton-Bulwer
treaty is still in operation by virtue of anything in this bili?

Mr. HEPBURN. By the terms of this bill, if the canal shall be
constructed, the United States will have absolute control over it.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. CANNON. What is the request, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER. The tleman from Iowa asks unanimons
consent to set apart Tuesday, two weeks from to-day, for the con-
sideration of the bill known as the Nicaragua Canal bill.

Mr. CANNON. In the state of the public business, it seems to
mbeo t?att when two weeks from to-day comes, we can better tell
abont it.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made.
st:::. RICHARDSON,. There is no objection on this side, I will
The SPEAKER. Objection is made.

Mr. HEPBURN. Well, Mr. Speaker, I do not understand that
to be an objection, If the gentleman wants to take the responsi-
bility of o'bjlg_cting to it, let him say so.

Mr. CANNON. For the present. As to two weeks hence, I do
not know what I may do two weeks from now; but at this time,
forecasting for two weeks, I do not know what we should do.

Mr. HEPBURN. In order to obviate in part the objection, I
would ask that a week from to-day be set apart for the considera-
tion of the bill, s

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks that Tuesday, one week
from to-day, be set apart for the consideration of the bill,

Mr. CANNON. I am not ready at this moment to to
either one or two weeks from to-day. There is quite time enough
to consult about this in either one or two weeks.

Mr. RICHARDSON. There is no objection to Tuesday one
week on this side,
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The SPEAKER. Objection is made.

Mr. HEPBURN, By the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CANNON. Oh, yes; by ‘“the gentleman from Illinois,”
standing ready to confer with the gentleman touching the matter
between this and then.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Regular order.

The SPEAKER. The regular order is demanded.

TRADE OF PUERTO RICO.
Mr. PAYNE. DMr.Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself

into Committee of the ole House on the state of the Union for
the consideration of the Puerto Rican bill.
The motion was to

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr, HULL in the chair.
The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
g.o%se 802?15&0 state of the Union for the consideration of the bill

Mr. NEWLANDS, My, Chairman, as a result of a humanitar-
ian war, inaugurated not for the purpose of conquest, but for the
of freeing Cuba from the oppression and cruelty of Spain,
the United States finds itself to-day in the qualified possession
and control of Cuba, in the unqualitied possession and control of
Puerto Rico, and in the disputed possession of the Philippine
Islands. This possession and control are maintained to-day by the
Army of the United States, under the direction of the President as
Commander in Chief. With reference to them Congress is now
called upon to act, and we must consider three questions. First,
what duty prompts; second, what self-interest requires; third,
Ehat our constitutional obligation imposes upon us regarding
em.

The answer to all these questions largely depends upon the re-
lations which they will bear to us in the future, whether tempo-
rary or permanent, and every ghase of obligation, duty, and right
which can be gested 1o us by any conguest or cession of terri-
tory is presented in the three classes of acqnisitions thus secured.

CUBA.

As to Cuba, there is no contention between the opposing parties
as to the policy to be pursuned. Our sovereignty, jurisdietion, and
control over that island were declared by the war resolutions to
have in view only its pacification, That being accomplished, our
solemn obligation to Cuba and the world was given to leave the
government of the island to its people. g

In pacification is necessarily included the erection of a stable
government, a government built np from below, not imposed from
above; a government capable of establishing order, maintaining
peace, and performing its international obligations. Municipal
government, provincial government, insular government must be
or% i in order to create a body politic capable of assuming
and maintaining sovereignﬂ. Such a process is necessarily slow.
The future f that island, the maintenance of good order,
and the estsmment of peaceful relations with this country, as
well as the security of our trade and business relations, all demand
that this work should be accomplished nof in a rapid, loose, and
perfunctory manner, but with deliberation and ju ent.

As to whether or not economic considerations will later on com-
pel Cuba to seek the benefit of the commercial union and enlarged
markets which incorporation with this country will afford is a
question of the future, depending upon the consent of both
parties, and only to be accomplished after a full consideration of
mutnal advantages. Cuba will in the future probably be more
anxious about this than the United States, for time will demon-
gtrate to Cuba the great advantages of annexation. Whilst her
products will seriously compete with the products of certain sec-
tions of our country, yet annexation of Cuba is in line with the
traditional policy of our country, which includes expansion over
contiguous territory and adjacent islands controlling our defen-
give line, Anmnexation of Cuba depends on her initiative and our
consent after due deliberation. eanwhile we will carry out in
good faith the gnaranty of the war resolutions.

PUERTO RICO.

As to Puerto Rico, no camfp}icaﬁons exist unless they are created
by the maladministration of Congress. Its area is small, its peo-
ple can be easily absorbed, and we are in the unqualified and undis-
puted possession of that island with the consent of its people, who
are ready, willing, and eager to share with us the benefits and the
burdens of our Government., Their industrial competition will
not be serious, even though they are taken inside of our tariff wall.
Doubtless the disposition of the dominant party is to establish
there a Territorial form of Government and to extend our Con-
stitution and our laws to them. Their fear is the establishment
of a precedent which will be invoked to control our action regard-
ing the Philippines later on; such action, embracing not simply
one island near our coast, easily governed, its people friendly and

aceful, but embracing an ipelago of seventeen hundred
islands 7,000 miles distant, of diverse races, speaking different lan-

guages, having different customs, and ranging all the way from
absolute barbarism to semicivilization. X

1t is evident, therefore, so far as Puerto Rico is concerned, what-
ever present objections there may be upon the part of the domi-
nant party to establishing freedom of trade between that island
and the Union, such trade will not be long deferred, as apart from
the contentionsraised by adiscriminating tariff, which will doubt-
less be only temporary, 1t is evident that both of the political par-
ties of the conuntry are now in substantial agreement that Puerto
Rico will become a part of the Union.

The dominant p , however, is losing sight of the possibility
that the unrest and dissatisfaction created by inequality of laws
mg make our problem of government in Puerto Rico much more
difficultthanit nowseems. Whether these newly acquiredislands
are to be regarded as dependencies or Territories, unless freedom
of trade, freedom of migration, and equalify of right and burthen
are established, each community discriminated against will regard
itself as the victim of American prejudice or greed.

THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDSA.

The Puerto Rico question is thus linked with the Philippine
question. The latter presents the only difficulty in the way of
the solution of the relations of our newly acquired islands, and it
is necessary therefore to ascertain what duty, interest, and con-
stitntional obligation require with reference to the Philippines.
In doing so it is unnecessary to engage in crimination or recrimi-
nation as to the past. The fact is that the United States has
destroyed the Spanish Government and has also destroyed the
Filipino government.

The only government which exists there to-day is the military
government of the United States. It is as clearly our duty to
pacify these islands as it is to pacify Cuba. In this ification
the organization of a stable government is necessarily involved.
A slow and tedious process must be entered upon of organizing
municipal, provineial, and insular government, and later on, pos-
sibly, a confederated government or governments, including either
all the islands or groups of islands related to each other by race
or interest. This can only be accomplished by the recognition of
the sovere‘ignf.y of the United States for that purpose.

Back of all government lies force, and the only government that
exists in these islands to-day is the Government of the United
States, and its )I}ower must, as a matter of necessity, be recognized
and obeyed. Thus far, therefore, both imperialists and anti-im-

erialists agree that the Philippine Islands must be pacified; that
?orce is eesential for that purpose; that the military power of this
counfry must be asserted there in the interest of order and gocd
government; that the people must be for a time in the condition
of tutelage, their duty being to obey and ours to control, but with
the corresponding obligation upon us to gradmally and progres-
sively instruet them in the science of self-government.

The only difference, then, between the imperialists and the anti-
imperialists is as to our fufure purpose. The imperialists con-
tend that we shall hold them for all time as subject dependencies,
with such system of auntonomy as they are capable of exercising;
the anti-imperialists contend that we shall hold the Philippine
Islands, not for the United States, but in trust for the people of
those islands, with a present positive promise that when a stable
%{werﬂment shall be organized, capable in the judgment of the

nited States of maintaining order and performing international
oblj%ﬂ.ticms, the independence of the islands shall be assured. We
must create a government there to which we can transfer the
sovereignty transferred to us by Spain,

TULTIMATE INDEPENDENCE.

I contend that good faith, self-interest, and constitutional obli-
gation compel us to the latter course, which will result in the
pacification of the islands, the identification of the insurgents
with building up the fabric of the new government, the establish-
ment of order, the security of business interests, and the advance-
ment of trade.

Meanwhile, the friendship of the people being assured, onr com-
mercial interests can be rapidly developed there and a commercial
hold on the islands will be secured to an extent impossible of reali-
zation so long as the people maintain their present hostile attitude.
Naval stations and coaling stations can be secured during the
process of establishing the new system of government, a process
necessarily of long duration, and currents of trade with this coun-
try will be created which can not be deflected. This process means
the expansion of trade in the Orient withouf the annexation of
oriental territory and oriental peoples, and saves us from the
perilous undertaking of changinﬁ our theory of government, and
abandoning our traditions as well as the confradictions which are
?volg;ﬂ in asserting an interstate republic and an extra-state

es m.
he Philippine Islands can never occupy to us the same relation
as the territory gained from France, Spain, Mexico, and Russia.
From this territory the majority of the States of the Union have
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been created, and the small balance remaining is certain of ad-
mission into the Union as States. No such contingency as the
admission of the Philip&ines into the Union as States is possible.
The very argument of the im ists is based upon this impos-
gibility, and the new theory of government now asserted has its
foundation in the muisition of territory thickly po;g:lated by
people absolutely tted for association with us govern-
ment.

Their admission intothe Union would also mean an industrial re-
adjustment in this country, forif free trade is established between
the Philippines and this country, the inclusion of 9,000,000 people
possessing a considerable degree of alertness and industrial
ca t{' accustomed to the chea; wage and the lowest stand-
argaglf iving will make itself felt not only in our agricultural,
but also in our manufacturing industries.

What, then, does self-interest require regarding those islands?
Does self-interest prompt us to maintaina war with mil-
lions of people, the continuance of which d ds not u onr
power but upon their volition; foritis ge ¥ conceded that this
contest, partaking of the nature of guerrilla warfare by millions of
people against an invading and possessory force of only 60,000 men,
can last aslong as the Filipinos wish it tolast. Or shall we secure
the friendly coo tion of those people and meanwhile secure the
great commercial advantages to be obtained by the retention of
naval stations and coaling stations and creating currents of trade
which can not be changeg? '

The course of the anti-imperialists entirely frees us from the
danger either of the immigration of those pﬁ{)ﬂla or the free ad-
mission of their products into our markets; whilst the policy to be
pursned by the imperialists (provided the Constitution extends
over those islands) absolutely compels free migration and free-
dom of trade.

It is unfortunate that we should go into a great Presidential
contest over a question involving extra territorial policy. It is
the sentiment of the American people that with reference to our
foreign relations the entire country should stand united; and that
patriotic sentiment might control now were it not that the ques-
tion involved includes a change in our own Government under
the Constitution—at all events a change of our Government as
heretofore administered,

I will not enlarge upon the disadvantages from the standpoint
of self-interest in holding those islands as a part of the United
States. We all agree, imperialists and anti-imperialists, as to these
evils. Imperialists propose to protect us inst these changes
by making those islands not a part of the United States, but ter-
ritory of the United States—colonies of the United States, under
our absolute and unqualified dominion—our government there
unrestrained by the ograat prineiples involving personal and prop-
erty rights contained in the Constitution; while anti-imperialists
are solicitous to avoid these very evils of free migration and free-
dom of trade by absolutely preventing those islands from becom-
ing in any way a part of the Uni States and by advocatin
the policy of holding them in trust for their own people, self-
government to be ultimately established there and independence
absolutely secured.

CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION.

The question then arises next, apart from the question of self-
interest, as to what our constitutional obligations are regarding
these islands. The treaty of Paris transfers them to the United
States. The sovereignty of Spain has been broken. The sover-
eignty of the United States has been established. But the treaty
provides that the political and civil status of the people of those
islands is to be determined by Congress. Thus far we have not
made them a part of the United States by any enactment of Con-
gress. They are ceded to us by a treaty of peace; but the very
terms of the treaty indicate that the determination of the future
of these islands is to be left to the Congress of the United States.

We will soon be called u to legislate re ing them, and I
contend that unless we declare our pur of holding the Philip-
Einea in trust for their own people until a stable government can

erected, the neoe&sa:tyil presumption from the cession of the
islands to us will be that they are territory belon to the United
States, and the Constitution applies to them, with allits privileges
and immunities. Noother presumption can be indulged regard-
ing them unless an express declaration is made to the cont .
'he Constitution is the organic law of the United Statesl:ﬂzﬁso-
lutely controllin% all the branches of the Government in their
functions. The United States which governs consists of the States
composing the Union, but the United States which is governed
under the Constitution consists of the entire domain of the Re-
ublic, Territories as well as States, and the ** United States” re-
erred to in that provision of the Constitution which declares
for uniformity of taxation is the “United States” which is gov-
erngd, not the United States which governs. The pending tariff
as to Puerto Rico, therefore, raises the question as to whether the
limitations and prohibitions of the Constitution control the action

of Congress as to territories ceded and belonging to the United
States. The claim that any part of the territory of the United
States can be governed by Congress outside of the Constitution is
without solid foundation, either of reason or authority. The Con-
gress of the United Statesis the creature of the Constitution; allits
powers are created by the Constitution, and the limitations nupon
its power must be sgplied to all legislation which it originates.

The Congress of the United States can not be a despotism in
gome parts of the Union and a body of limited constitutional
powers in other parts. The Constitution of the United States was
the com of thirteen States, formerl{colonies of Great Britain,
which revolted against the mother connl:rty. Equality of
rights, the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, the
right of representation where taxation was involved, were the
essential ciples to vindicate which the Revolution was inangu-
rated and free government established.

The framers of the Constitution had in view the acquisition of
the Northwest Territory, out of which five States were to be
carved. They were framing an organic act which was to apply
to the entire domain of the Republic. Jealous of individual riggts
they gmt&d certain powers to the Geeneral Government, reserved

wers to the people and the States, limited other powers,
and prohibited others. ey organized a government capable of
indefinite expansion. They provided for the admission of new
States and for the acquisition of territory out of which States
E(t)u%g.& be made. The Territories were to be regarded as infant

a

It is impossible to believe that they intended that the Congress
of the United States shonld be a limited sovereignty in the States
and a despotism in the Territories, and that they proposed that
the people of the Territories should not enjoy the mal and
property rights for which they had fought and which they pro-
tected by the prohibitions and limitations of Congress.

If can not be contended for a moment that they deliberately
designed to give Congress the power in the Territories to pass
bills of attainder and ex post facto laws, grant titles of nobility,
work corruption of blood or forfeiture, conviet of treason on the
testimony of one witness, or that they designed that the people of
the Territories should not be secure in the om of speech or of
the press, the right fo assemble and petition the Government for
the redress of grievances, the right to keep and bear arms, the
right to be secure in their ns, houses, and effects, or that
they should be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due
process of law, or be deprived of private property for public use
without just compensation, or should be deprived of the right of
trial by jury, or should be subject to cruel or unjust punish-
ment; and yet all these rights were absolutely secured by the
Constitution, and Congress was forbidden to invade any of them.

1t is clear that if the prohibitions of the Constitution relating
to the rights of individuals were to be enforced wherever the ju-
risdiction of the Republic extended, the limitations of the Constitu-
tion relating to the power of taxation must be similarly enforced.
The Constitution demands uniformity as the rule of customs
duties throughout the United States, which term covers the entire
domain of the Republie.

Now, the term ““United States” can of course be used in two
senses—the political sense, which means the States composing the
Union; the phical sense, which means the entire domain of
the Republic. The United States, in a %)liti.cal sense, means the
States composing the Union; they are the source of all govern.
mental power. e e of those States elect the President of
the United States. e people of those States elect resenta-
tives in Congress. The people of those States elect the State leg-
islatures which elect our Senators. The lawmaking and the law-
executing branches of the Government thus elected by the le
of the States composing the Union provide for the judiciary, which
sits in judgment upon our laws.

The political United States consists of the States composing the
Union—the ‘* United States” which governs is the** United States”
consgisting of the States composing the Union. The United States,
however, which is governed is the entire domain of the Republic,
Territories as well as States; and with reference to the larger
United States, the United States governed, the Constitution is the
organic law, defining the powers of the President, of Congress,
of the Supreme Court over the entire domain of the Republic,
Territories as well as States.

It is impossible to believe that the framers of our Constitution
could have had any other view. The States thatoriginally formed
this Union were certain colonies which had revolted against the
oppression of the mother country—oppression involving, as this
tariff does, the question of taxation, the question of taxation
without representation, the question of unfair taxes, the question
of imposition upon the natural rights and liberties of the colonists.

After many years of protest the men of that time, men of
wonderfal om and sagacity, framed the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, which was the assertion of the natural rights of man,
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It was in itself the precursor of the Constitution. The very pur-
pose of the Constitution was to establish a limited sovereignty
upon this continent.

They were distrustful of absolute and unrestrained power.
They been the victims of the absolute power of Parliament,
just auchcgower as it is contended to-day we may exercise,
under the Constitution, with reference to these new possessions;
and they determined to frame a system of government which
would put the representatives of the people and the people them-
selves in a strait-jacket so far as the exercise of absolute power
was concerned. They framed a limited sovereignty, consisting of
the United States of America, an indestructible Union of inde-
structible States, a Union organized for general protection and
defense and the common weliare.

And so thirteen colonies of Great Britain, revolting against
taxation by the mother country without representation in the tax-
ing body, revolting against invasion of their rights of nal
liberty and indivi property, declared their independence of
Great Britain, and later on formed a Union called the United
States of America, the purpose being to leave local government
in the hands of the States and to intrust all matters of general
welfare, such as matters involving war, foreign relations, and
Federal legislation, to the Federal Government, the source of
which was to be the people of the States composing the Union.

They provided in mu' Constitution for expansion by the ad-
mission of new States, entitled to the same rights of local self-

vernment, yielding thesame allegiance to the Union and receiv-
ing the same benefits from it. Connected with thisexpansion by
the admission of new States was necessarily involved the acquisi-
tion of territory, ultimately, when population permitted, to be

admitted as States. Thus thescheme of government was formed,
a union of States, e ion and growth by the admission of new
States, expansion and growth by the acquisition of territory for

the purpose of forming new States, everywhere maintaining the
dual form of government—State sovereignty as to local matters
and Federal sovereignty as to matters of general welfare.

Certain powers were granted to Congress. Certainof the powers
80 grsntetfo were limited. The exercise of certain other powers
was prohibited. All powers not granted were reserved to the
States or to the people of the United States. Combine all of the
powers—the powers granted to the Federal Government, the

wers reserved to the State government, and the powers reserved
g'tha people—and you have all of the elements of absolute power.
The very purpose of the organization of this Government was to
combine riem nowhere, but to create a government of checks and
balances not capable, perhaps, of moving with the energy and
efficiency and quickness of absolutism, but a government of
limitations, of prohibitions, of checks and balances, so framed
as to protect the individual rights, the individual lives, and the
individual property of the people againstabsolute and unrestrained

Wer.
poNow, in framing this system of government is it ible to
believe that these great liberty-loving, God-fearing, humanity-
loving men could be so selfish as to intend to frame a government
whose blessings were intended only for the States composing the
Union, re ess of the rights and liberties of the Feople occu-
pﬁnf territory belonﬁg to the United States, that as to such
people

they intended nﬁ should have and exercise the om-
nipotent power which Par ent asserted and exercised regard-
ing the Colonies?

EXTENSION OF THE CONSTITUTION.
Mr, Chairman, the very scheme of government involved in it-
self not only expansion of territory but expansion of the Consti-
tution, expansion of the protection of the Constitution over all
parts of the domain of the Republic. It provided for the admis-
sion of new States, and in the same section provided for the gov-
grt::tt:;nt and disposition of territory belonging to the United
They then had in view the acquisition of the great Northwest
Territory, su uently ceded to the United States by the States
of Virginia and land, out of which not less than three nor
more five States were to be incorporated into the Union.

The entire history of the framing of the Constitution indicates
that the purpose of its makers was to organize a union of States;
to permit the admission of new States, and to permit the acquisi-
tion of territory for the purpose of organizing new States; and
that over the entire country, both the States and the infant States,
the Constitution was to the organic law, charter of their
liberties, governing and controlling the action of the Federal
Government,

As the colonists had fought for the principle that taxation and
representation must go together, they contemplated in no con-
tingency the denial of this principle.

e portion of the Constitution n}n‘oviding for a District of Co-
Inmbia, over which Congress should have exclusive jurisdiction,
contemplated the acquisition of a limited area without popula-

tion, whose ulation thereafter was to be made up of citizens
from the various States, who could maintain their right of repre-
sentation by maintaining their citizenship in the respective States,
and who, by coming to an unoccupied territory, whose govern-
ment was already vested in a Congress, must be deemed to have
consented to that form of government.

As to the Territories, the right of reE;esentstion was practically
admitted by conceding the right to be admitted into the Union
when the population sufficed to fit them for the assnmption of the
burdens of statehood. They were regarded as infant States, to -
be controlled during infancy by the Federal Government, just as
individuals are controlled during infancy. But with reference to
the District of Columbia and the Territories all practical guaran-
ties as to life, liberty, and property were secured by the provisions
of the Constitution relating to personal liberty, and by the pro-
vision securing uniformity as to indirect taxes and apportion-
ment as to direct taxes.

The powers of Congress, then, as created in the Constitution,
must be viewed in the light of the Declaration of Independence
and the principles for which the war of independence was fought,
and it is impossible to believe that any limitations put npon the
legislative power, otherwise d_ea%otlc,in favor of individual rights,
individual liberties, and individual lives, and for the purpose of
securing equality of rights and uniformity of burdens, were in-
tended to be applied only to that favored portion of the American
people residing in the States and to be denied to that portion resid-
ing in the Territories,

e character of the Revolutionary fathers, the principles for
which they contended, and the history of the times all prove that
while their purpose was to make the people of the States the
source of government, the Government itself was to be equal and
just and to extend over the entire American people, whether liv-
ing in States or in Territories.

Under such a system of government indefinite expansion over
uninhabited territory fitted to the development of our race or over
populated territory containing peoples capable of assimilation and
of sharing with us the blessings of free government and of main-
taining their liberties is possible. The difference between the im-
perialists and the anti-imperialists on this question is that the
imperialists wish to and our territory and to contract our
Constitution. The anti-imperialists are opposed to any expansion
of territory which, as a matter of necessity, arising from the igno-
rance and inferiority of the people occupying it, makes free consti-
tutional government impracticable or undesirable.

PRINCIPLES OF LIEERTY.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALzELL] remarked
that the guaranties of liberty were the heritage of the Anglo-
Saxon race; that we required no written constitution, no parch-
ment upon which the Fregﬁﬁnd les of liberty should be written;
that these principles lan at Jamestown and Plymouth Rock
with our colonial fathers, and were written upon the hearts of the

American people.
What were these ]f‘rinci les? The principles of Magna Charta
and the Bill of Rights, Now, our forefa were part of the

Ereat English peo]éle. The heri which they had was the
eritage of Magna Charta and the of Riﬁhts. The princs‘ﬁ:les
which were written npon their hearts were the principles of those

Etaab ts. But were those principles wriften upon the
eart of Geo IIT, a kinsman, an an? Were they
written upon the hearts of the British Parliament, against whose

gij ressions and exactions our colonial forefathers rebelled? And

not the lesson of that experience imprint itself upon their
hearts and compel them, in shaping a government in this coun-
try, to write in parchment, in the permanent law of the country,
only to be changed after long effort, careful deliberation, and su-
preme consideration, the great principles regarding individual
rights and property for which they had contended?

And is it not ible that h may repeat itself and that
our subjects in the Philippine Islands may find that those princi-
ples of liberty are not so written upon the hearts of the members
of the American Congress as to prevent them from exercising the
harsh and oppressive power which the gentlemen must admit is
inherent in absolutism, whether exercised or not?

CHECKS AND BALANCES.

Now, I said that we had organized a system of checks and bal-
ances, with absolute power nowhere. The framers of the Consti-
tution in creating that instrument expressed a distrust not only
of the representatives of the people but their distrust of the peo-
ple themselves. They 111)1:11: not only the representatives of the
R%ople but the people themselves in chains by that organic act,

ey proj thereby to protect the people not only from the
upt]:-onr.ro ed power in their representatives but from their own
violence. '

By the creation of a House of Representatives which could neg-
ative the action of the Senate, by the creation of a Senate which
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could negative the action of the House, by the creation of an
Executive who could veto the action of both,they }mt limits every-
where upon inconsiderate action; and then by limiting certain
powers, prohibiting others, and reserving to the States and to the
people of the United States the remaining powers of sovereignty,
they secured a Government intended to guard therightsof astrong
people, not to crush the liberties of a weak people. A strong Gov-
ernment because of the individualism and strength of its people,
not strong because of its absolutism over a weak people,
THE CANTER CASE.

Now, I wish to review for a few moments the decisions to

which the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, DALzELL] alluded

in his ent yesterday. Thus far I have taken only ageneral
view of the Constitution, and have considered it in the light of
history, in the light of the experiences of our fathers, in the light

of their contention for human liberty everywhere,

The gentleman from Pennsylvania relies mainly upon the case
of the American Insurance Company against Canter (1 Peters,
ilézl), I'cttpcu:t the Tampico case, and oneor two other cases of similar

ort.
the Canter case certain bales of cotton contained in a vessel
wrecked off the coast of Florida were seized by the salvors under
the law of the Territory of Florida, and were sold under the de-
cree of an inferior court organized by the legislature of, that Ter-
ritory. And the guestion was whether the decree changed the
to the purchaser under that salvage sale. It was con-
tended on the one hand that the judicial power of the United
States extended to admiralty cases; that the judicial power of the
United States was to be exercised only by certain courts provided
for by the Constitution, the tenure of office in which should be
during good behavior; and it was contended that jurisdiction in
an ralty case could be t’Ewan only to a constitutional court.
. The Supreme Court met this contention by declaring that these
inferior courts were not constitutional courts; that their judges
held for a term of years and not for life; that they were inferior
courts, organized by the Territory of Florida, acting under the
sanction of Congress, which in itself was acting either under the
general powers of sovereignty, to be inferred from the right to
acquire, or under that provision of the Constitution which gives
to Congress the power to make needful rules and regulations
regarding the territory of the United States.

t is true that these inferior courts, thoughorganized under the
authority of the United States, were not constitutional courts.
They werelocal courts, forin the Territories, of course, the Federal
Government has not only the powers of the Federal Government
but the powers of a State and municipal government. It can act
directly with reference to the Territories, or it can delegate its

wers to a legislature to be organized under the laws of the

nited States in the Territories. There is no question of the
power of the United States to organize, in a Territory, inferior
courts of local jurisdiction. The only question is whether an
admiralty case is under the exclusive jurisdiction of the United
States, and whether jurisdiction in such a case can be conferred
upon or- exercised by any but a constitutional court, a court of
the United States organized under the Constitution with judges
enjoying life tenure. 3 ;

Now, I admit that case bears a st us, if a case of saly is
a case of exclugive Federal jurisdiction. I have not been able to
look into the question whether jurisdiction in a case of salvage
can be exercised concurrently by the United States courts and by
the State courts., If it can be exercised concurrently, then clearly
the case does not bear against us.

THE TAMPICO CASE.

The next case was the Tampico case (Fleming vs. Page,9 How.,
page 603). There, during the Mexican war, the possession
control of Tampico was secured by our arms.

The Supreme Court in that case, involving the right of a collec-
tion port of the United States to exact duties u%m goods imported
from Tampico, then in the possession of the United States mili-

authorities as conquered territory, declared that the genius
and character of our institutions were peaceful; that the power
to declare war was not conferred upon Con for the p
of aggression or aggrandizement, but to enable the General Gov-
ernment to vindicate by arms its own rights and the rights of its
citizens; that a war declared by Congress could not be presumed
to be waged for the purpose of conquest; nor could the law de-
claring the war ‘‘imply an authority to the President to enlarge
the limits of the United States by subjugating the enemy’s terri-
tory;” that the boundaries of the United States could mot be
enlarged by mere military occupation, and so the court held
in that case that Tampico was a foreign port even though it was
under the control of our mﬂitargeaéuthorities and had con-
uered in war; that it could not ome a domestic port except
ough the action of the treaty-making power or the legislative
power; that the duty of the President was merely military, and
that whilst he might invade a hostile country and subject it to the
sovereignty of the United States, his conquest did not enlarge the

boundaries of the Union nor extend the operation of our institu-
tions or laws beyond the limits before assigned to them by the
legislative power.

The whole reasoning of the case was that the boundaries of the
United States could not be enlarged by conquest, but only by the
action of the treaty-making power or the legislative power, and
confirms our contention that when territory is ceded to the United
States by treaty it then becomes domestic, not foreign; that the
boundaries of the United States are enlarged so as to include it;
that the Constitution of the United Statesappliesto it. Itwill be
observed that the court said that conquests do not emlarge the
boundaries of the United States, but that cession through the
treaty-making power does. What United States? The political
United States, consisting of the States composi % the Union; the
United States that governs, or the &eographica United States,
consisting of States and Territories, the United States that is gov-
erned? Clearly the latter. »

The boundaries of the tpolitical United States can only be en-
larged by the admission of a new State; the boundaries of the geo-
graphical United States can be enlarged by the acquisition of ter-
ritory as the result of the treaty-making power or the legislative
power; and it is in that sense that the term ‘* United States” is
used in all portions of the Constitution relating not to the source
of ﬁovernment but to the powers of ﬁgl:'ernment.

r. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. e United States in the ag-
gr;frate. and not the several States?
. NEWLANDS. Yes.

So also in other cases the courts have recognized the doctrine
that ports in ceded territory are not to be regarded as domestic
ports until Congress extends the customs laws to them. Was
this doctrine declared because they were not part of the territo:
of the United States, or was it because the machinery for coll
ing duties was lacking? Clearly the latter. With reference to
newly acquired territory, the municipal law in existence there is
maintained until the country to which the cession is made exer-
cises the power of sovereignty. There can be no such thing as
collecting revenue in ceded territory unless the machinery of the
law is there, and the machinery of the law can only be introduced
there by the creation of collection districts by Congress, and until
then these ceded ports are not regarded by the admipistrative
department as domestic ports.

CROSS VB. HARRISON.

And yet the Supreme Court in the case of Cross against Harri-
son (16 Howard, page 164), a later case, takes from the gentle-
man even the contention which he bases upon the Tampico case,
and the administrative action regarding ports in ed terri-
tory, in which the machinery of collection has not been estab-
lished. The caseof Cross against Harrison arose whilst California
was under military rule. It was under military rule before the
cession as a result of its conquest. It was under military rule
after its cession, simply because the United States Congress had
not chosen to legislate ding it.

The collector of that district was an appointee of the military
commander, who, under the military law and as an incident of
military occupation, could himself construct such a system of
revenue and such a system of imposts and duties as to himself
seemed fit.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Will the gentleman from
Nevada excuse me for an interruption one moment to call his at-
tention to the fact that in none of those cases did the military
power set up a tariff different from that already enacted by the
laws of the United States. They merely put into existence the
same local laws of the gorts of the country.

Mr. NEWLANDS. "I was about to make that remark. The
military governor there had, prior to the cession, imposed, if I
recollect aright, certain duties upon imports, and after the cession
and before the collection district was organized, and before the
machinery of the law had been extended to San Francisco by the
Federal authorities, he arbitrarily established other duties, the
duties then imposed by the laws of the United States upon goods
coming to the ports of the United States from foreign countries;
and in that case the Supreme Courf of the United States declared
that immediately upon the cession the Constitution and laws of
the United States, so far as they can be enforced, extended to the
territory ceded.

Mr, GAINES, Will the gentleman from Nevada allow me an
interruption?

Mr, NEWLANDS, I will.

Mr, GAINES. Is it notanhistorical fact that before the Consti-
tution was formed, and while it was being formed, but before it
gt!;.s t:aaétiﬁed, territory was ceded by several States to the United

Mr, NEWLANDS. Yes. Now, I was referring to the case of
Cross against Harrison, There the militar%oommnndar. after
the cession, had fixed the duties provided by the laws of the
United States, and the Supreme Court of the United States held
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that immediately upon cession, and without the action of Con-

gress at all, the ituation and the laws applied to the ceded
territory, and held that, as the Constitution itself provided that
the duties throughout the United States should be uniform, it

was the constitutional duty of the President of the United States
to enforce the Constitution, and that the collection of the duties
by the military collector, under the military commander, was

entirely legal. ~Justice Wayne said:
The right claimed to land £ goods within the United States at any
place out of a collection would be in viclation of that pro-

district, if allowed,
vision in the Constitution which enjoins that all duties, imposts, and
hall be uniform out tha United States. ¥ * * As to the denial of
the authority of the President to prevent the landing of foreign good:
United States out of a collection district, it is only n to say that if
he did not do so it would be a_neglect of his constitutional gation to take
care that the laws be faithfully executed.

California, then a ceded territory, was declared by Mr. Justice
Wayne to be * within the United States” and subject to the pro-
vision of the Constitution which provides for uniformity in cus-
toms duties ‘‘ throughout the United States.” Does it not, there-
fore, follow that Puerto Rico, a ceded territory, is also within the
United States and is protected by the same provision of the Con-
stitation?

TERRITORIES AS INFANT STATES.

Now, let me refer to the anthorities which are confirmatory of
the position which I have assumed, that the United States was or-
ganized with all the elements of expansion in i, that expansion
to take the form of admission of new States and of territory re-

arded as infant States, later on to become sovereign States of
gha Union when able to sustain the burdens of statehood.

You have already heard both the conirolling and dissenting
opinionsin the case of Scottagainst Sanford (19 Howard, page 432).
Iam aware that it is a malodorous case for the reason that it led
to our civil war, and yet it has never been overruled; and cer-
tainly as not oniy the judges rendering the decision, but the dis-
senting judges agree as to our theory of government, it is both
controlling and ive. In all these opinions, in the ntter-
ances of Chief Justice Taney for the majority, in the utterances
of Justice McLean and Justice Curtis for the minority, no vari-
ance of opinion, but, on the contrary, unanimity of opinion is ex-
pressed on this subject.

Chief Justice Taney said:

Thereis cartainlgno power given by the Constitution to the Federal Gov-
ernment to establish or main colonies bordering on the United States or
at a distance, to beruled and governed at its own_pleasure, nor to enlarge

its territorial limits in any way except by the admission of new S
® £ . L] - L]

The er to expand the territory of the United States br
of new States is plainly &:_en. and in the construction of

-
the admission

the departments of the ent i i

sition of a terri not fit for admission at the | to be admitted as
soon as its on would entitle it to admission. 1t isacguired to become
a Bta not to be held as a colony and go with abso-

g e g L g B o S el i i
SOW e er or
to be held by the United States until itai:qiu suitable c;{dition to
m:‘a State upon an equal footing with the other States, must rest upon
same discretion.

Justice McLean, of the minority, said:

In omnixinﬁt:te vernment of a Territory, Congress is limited to means
appropriate to aﬁ:inment of the constitutional object. No powers can
be exercised which are prohibited hi' the Constitution or which are contrary
to its spirit, so that, whether the object may be the protection of theﬁaeraonx
and prope: of pur of the publie lands or of communities who have
been annexed to the Union by conguest or purch , they are initiatory to
the establishment of State governments, and no more power can be claimed
or exercised than is necessary to the attainment of the end. Thisis the Hmi-
tation of all the Federal powers.

Mr. Justice Curtis said:

Since, then, this power was manifestly conferred to enable the United
States todispose of its public lands to settlers, and to admit them into the
Union as States, when in the j:ggnent of Congress f.he{ should be fitted
therefor; since these were the n rovided for; since it iz confessed that

government is ble to provide for those needs, and the power is to
ma he tory, I can not

es and regulations M'%ct\lng t
doubt that this is a power to govern the inhabitants of the Territory by such
laws as Congress deems 1 until they obtain admission as States.

Justice Curtis adds—remember this is the opinion of Justice
Curtis, of Massachusetts, the leader of the minority in that great
case—

If, then, this clause does contain a power to 1 te respecting the Terri-
tm&. what are the limits to that power? To I answer that in common
with all the other legislative powers of Congress it finds limits in the express

ibitions of Congress no?o to do certain things; that in the exercise o6f

e 1 've power Congress can not pass an ex t facto law or bill of
am?i ter and so in respect to each of the other prohibitions contained in the
Constitation,

Now, what are these prohibitions? The prohibited powers of
Congress are:

No bill of attainder or ex post facto law shall be passed.

No title of nobility shall be granted by the United States,

The trial of all erimes, except in cases of impeachment, shall be by jury.

No person shall be convicted of treason unless on thebeetlmonyoitwo
witnesses to the same overt

No attainder of treason work corruption of
cept during the life of the person attainted.

These prohibitions, then, apply to the action of Congress wher-
ever it acts, whether with reference to Territories or with refer-
ence to area of the States composing the Union.

Now, let us look at a few amendments, to the right secured by
the first eight amendments.

The first eight amendments to the Constitution secure freedom
of religion, freedom of speech and of the press, freedom of the
right of the og)eople to assemble and to‘pefition the Government
for redress of grievances, the right of the people to keep and bear
arms, the right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses,
papers, and effects against unreasonable searches and seizures.

hey also provide for presentment or indictment by a grand
jury; that no person shall be twice put in jeopardy for the same
offense; that no person shall be compelled in a eriminal action to
be a witness against himself; nor be deprived of life, liberty, or
property without due process of law; nor be deprived of private
property for public use without just compensation. They secure
the right of a speedy and public trial by an impartial jury, and
the preservation of the right of trial by jury in sunits at common
law. They provide that excessive bail shall not be required, nor
excessive fines imposed, nor cruel or unjust punishment inflicted.

Mr. Justice Curtis says:

If, then, this clause does contain the power to legislate ting the ter-
ritory, what are the limits to that power? To this I answer that, in common
with all the ather legislative powersof it finds limits in the express
prohibitions of Congresas not to do certain

Then I ask you, if the prohibitions are operative to control Con-
gress, will not the limitations of power control it? A limitation
of power is a prohibition of power, except to the extent to which
that power is granted.

What is the limitation with reference to duties? The limitation
of uniformity. The Constitution says, “All duties, imposts, and
excises shall be uniform throughout the United States.” No
law regarding duties shall be anuniform. Isnot this as emphatic.
a prohibition as ** No bill of attainder or ex post facto law shall
be passed?” Are the words * United States” wordsof contraction
or of emphasis? Do they mean the whole or a part only of the
national domain? Chief Justice Marshall, in Loughborough ws.
Blake (5 Wheaton, page 317), says in construing this clause of
(t!ljm ng;lstltntion, in an opinion which our opponents declare to be

c :

The power, then, tolay and collect duties, im
cised, and must be ex throughout the Does this term
dr;ynat.e the whole or any particular of the American empire? Cer-
tainly this question can t of but one answer. Itis the name given to
our great Republic, which is composed of Btates and Territories.

This would be sufficient to condemn the pending bill; but I have
preferred to take the larger view of the question, which includes
our policy as to all our new possessions, my contention being that
our Constitution is one of restricted powers; that it applies to
every inch of territory npon which if is intended that our flag
shall permanently fly; that it involves the ultimate incorporation
in the Union and the participation with us in the exercise of the
powers of government of all annexed terrifories, and that the
annexation of inferior peoples of lower capacity and cheaper
labor involves not only danger to our institutions but to our
whole industrial system, dangers sure to lead to unrest, civil dis-
turbance, and internal war.

OMNTPOTENCE OF CONGRESS.

I contend that there is no basis for this new theory that Con-
gress is omnipotentas to Territories, and have endeavored toshow
both by cumng eration of the provisions of the Constitution, as well
as by the history antedating and contemporaneous with its for-
mation, that the very purpose was to prevent that omnipotence
assured to Parliament by the British constitution. We speak of
the British constitution. No such constitution exists. Parlia-
ment is unlimited in its powers. It can, if it chooses, pass bills
of attainder, ex post facto laws, laws depriving people of their

roperty for public use without just compensation. There is no
imitation npon the powers of Parliament save such as the good
judgment and wisdom of the members themselves may impose.

e sovereign there would not dare to exercise the power of
veto; it would involve a revolution. Our forefathers were escap-
ing from the omnipotence of Parliament, and they determined
that in organizing a representative body herethey would putin the
organic act those prohibitions and limitations which would pre-
vent Congress from becoming omnipotent, as Parliament had been,
One of Eese amendments ]ﬁahibita Congress from interferin
with freedom of religion. the case of Reynolds vs, Unit
States (98 U, S., 162) the court said:

can not pass a law for the government of the Territories which

pha.!c?nggﬁsbit the free exercise of religion. The first amendment to the Con-
stitution expressly forbids such legisiation.

Now, the gentleman from Pennsylvania says: ‘ But with refer-
ence to all the territories that have hitherto I‘;een acquired by the
United States, the custom of Congress has been, by the organie
act creating certain territory, to extend to them the Constitu-
tion and the laws.” And he claims that the Constitution has

and excises may be exer-
States.
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operated in such territories not by reason of its own strength,
but by reason of the acts of Congress extending it. If that be
true, then the act of Congress extending the Constitution, being
meretliy statutory law, can be amended or repealed by Congress at
any time, A
fvf Congress can extend the Constitution by law, it can withdraw
the Constitution by law. But yon will observe that in this very
case, a case relating to Utah, the court does not base its decision
upon the fact that the Constitution had been extended to that
‘erritory by Congress and was therefore operative not as the Con-
stitution, but as a statutory enactment in the form of the organic
act of the Territory; but it says that ‘‘ Congress’—not the Terri-
torial legislature, but Congress itself—¢‘ can not pass a law for
the government of the Territories which shall prohibit the free
exercise of religion. The first amendment of the Constifution
expressly prohibits such legislation.” )
the case of S{Eringville vs. Thomas (166 U. 8., 707), involving
the operation of the Constitution in a Territory, the court says:

In our opinion the seventh amendment secured unanimity in finding a

verdict as an essential feature of trial by jury in m?iamnn.hw cases, e
gumzo e

act of Congress could not impart the power to constitutional rule
and could not be treated as attempting to do so.

The seventh amendment secured nnanimity; and Congress itself
in dealing with a Territory—in making an organic law for a Ter-
ritory—can not mtﬁart to the legislative body of that Territory
power to change the constitutional rule. If Congress itself re-
garding a Territory could act regardless of the constitutional rule,
counld it not impart that power to a legislature created in a Terri-
tory by this act for the E}lﬁo&a of local government?

And in Thompson vs. (170 U. 8., 346) , Justice Harlan said:

That the provisions of the Constitution of the United States relating to
the right of trial by jury in suits at common law apply to the Territories of
the United States is no longer an open guestion.

It will thus be seen that the provisions of the Constitution are
extended, not as an act of grace on the part of Congress, but as a
matter of constitutional right, the Constitution itself being the
organic law controlling the entire Territory, limiting the powers
of Congress itself in its action npon such Territory.

And in Murphy vs. Ramsey (114 U, 8., 15) the court says:

In the exercise of this sovereign dominion——

“This sovereign dominion”—just as the dominion of a legisla-
ture may be called a sovereign dominion over the State; but that
does not imply that it is an absolutism. The sovereignty spoken
of is the limited sovereignty to which I have referred.

In the exercise of this sovereign dominion they are ted by the
Government of the United States, to whom all the powers of the Government
over that subject have been delegated, subject only to such restrictions as

are expressed in the Constitution or are necessarily implied in its terms.

In the case of the American Publishing Company vs. Fisher
(166 U. 8., 464), Justice Brewer declared t the question as to
whether the seventh amendment to the Constitution of the United
States, r ing the right of trial by jury, ‘‘ operates ex proprio
vigore to invalidate this statute may be a matter of dispute.”

t language was used in 166 United States; and Justice Brewer

E{robably bases this statement npon the loose language used by

. Justice Bradley, in which he declared that the limitations in
favor of personal rights which are formulated in the Constitution
and its amendments—
would exist rather by inference and the general %ﬁt of the Constituti
from which Congress derives all its powers, than by any exprese and direct
application of its provisions.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Why does the gentleman call the language
of Justice Brewer ‘‘loose langunage?”

Mr. NEWLANDS, Simply becauseitislooselangnage to
of limitations by inference, restrictions by implication, when the
Constitution itself, by its express limitations and prohibitions, re-
strains the power of Congress, and nothing whatever is left to
implication or inference.

Now, then, Justice Brewer says that it “may be a question of
dispute;” but recollect that in the case of Spri vs. Thomas,
decided by the same court and after this case in which Justice
Brewer declared thatit might be a matter of dispute as to whether
the Constitution operated ex proprio vi%re. e court says the
act of Congress could not impart to a Territory the power to
change the constitutional rule.

A MewmBER. That was in the Utah case?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes.

EXPANEION UNDER THE CONSTITUTION.

Now, in support of my contention that the Constitution con-
templated the admission of new States, and as incidental thereto
the acquisition of new territory from which new States could be
created, I refer again to the opinion of Chief Justice Marshall in
the case of Loughborough ws, Blake (5 Wheaton, 817), wherein,
speaking of the restrictions of the Constitution, he says:

The difference be requiring a continent, with an immense 1a-

tween popu
tion, to submit to be taxed by a government having nocommon interest with
it, separated from it by a vast ocean, restrained by no principle of apportion-

ment, and associated with it by no common feelings, and permittin
resentatives of the American le, under the restrictions of our
tion, to tax a part of the society which iseitherina state of advan
nh forward to complete equality as soon as t state

, 85 is the case with the Territories, or which has
voluntarily relinquished the right of representation and has adopted the
whole body of Con for its legitimate government, as is the case with the
District, is too obyvious not to present itself to the minds of all. -

Chief Justice Marshall was meeting the contention that no Fed-
eral tax could be imposed in the District of Columbia because the
people of the District were not represented in the taxing body,
and insisted that such contention conld not be maintained. The
District of Columbia was a very limited area of unoccupied terri-
tory, ceded by Virginia and Maryland as the seat of the Federal
Government, the people of which could, if they wished, secure
representation in government by maintaining their mhzanshqg in
the adjoining States, and who would be deemed by reason of liv-
ing here under such conditions to have consented to government
by Congress. Chief Justice Marshall draws the distinction be-
tween taxation under such conditionsand the taxation of a colony
by the mother country, Then, referring to the Territories, he
finds justification for imposing taxes without representation in
the fact that the Territory was in a state of infancy advancing
toward manhood, afterwards to be admitted into the Union with
the right of representation as a sovereign State.

Then in another case, in Weber against Harbor Commissioners
(18 Wallace, 65), Justice Field said:

Although the title to the soil under tid ters of the ba; acquired
the oaasoltgl from M:u:ico g‘i;uoani;nw?{h tl:?ew?itlzs t% t.hg npmds, they haldb{%
only in trust for the future States. '

And in the case of Knight vs. United States Land Association
(142 U. 8. Reports, page 183) Justice Lamar said:

Upon the noq&isltion of the territory from Mexico the United States ac-
quired the title

the rep-
stitu-

the tide lands ly with the title tothe upland, but with
to the former they held it only in trust for the future States that
might be erected out of territory.

And in the case of Shively vs. Bowlby (152 U. S. Reports, 48)
Justice Gray held the same doctrine, :

‘What did they hold? That upon the cession of territory the
United States acquired the title to soil under the tide waters
equally with the title to the uplands; but that they held the title
to the tide lands in trust. ¥or whom? For the people of the
United States? For this absolutismn which, it is now contended,
exists? For the States composing the Union? By no means.
But in trust for the future States to be erected out of such terri-
tory, such trust to be sacredly maintained until the manhood of
the cestni que trust was attained.

This, then, Mr. Chairman, is what we contend for in reference
to these islands: That if they are acquired as a part of the terri-
tory of the United States we hold that territory, with its ula-
tion, as infant States to be hereafter admit into the United
States, and we hold the tide lands in such territory for the future
States to be created out of them. Amnd, sir, the only way we can
escape bringinphispeogle_within our tariff laws, within our body
politic—the only way, I repeat, to keep them outside of our polit-
ical and industrial system—is to declarenow that we hold them not
as territory of the United States—as infant States hereafter to be
admitted as sovereign States—but that we hold these islands in
trust for the people of those islands, to be turned over to them
with complete independence when a satisfactory government shall
be organized there capable of accepting the transfer of Spain’s sov-
ereignty, through the United States as intermediary, and capable
of maintaining order and fulfilling international obligations.

HAWATT.

Mr. GROSVENOR. If it would not interrupt the gentleman
from Nevada, I would like to make a suggestion to him in this
connection.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I understand the argnment of the gentle-
man to be that w the acquisition of territory, as in the case of
Ttoalf anqoeratasoy o HaBtations ubon thelegisation of Conrenss

ando yi onsupon the ationo gress?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I hold in myhand a resolution introduced
by the gentleman from Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS] in the Jast Con-
ms, which afterwards passed Iinto law, in which I find the fol-

ng:

Until le%shﬁon shall be enacted extending the United States customslaws
and mla ons to the Hawaiian Islands the existing customs relations of the
%&n gﬁm with the United States and other countries shall remain

Now, if the Constitution, of its own motion, proceeded to Ha-
waii when the treaty was ratified, the limitation in the matter of
customs regulafions and the assessment of customs duties at once
operated and forbade Congress to make a different rate of duty
in the Hawaiian Islands from that which is enforced against other
foreign countries. And yet I find that the gentleman. in a very
able speech made in the last Congress, defended the very proposi-
tion and insisted upon the right of Congress to legislate upon that
very question in the Hawaiian Islands,
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Mr. NEWLANDS, Will the gentleman hand me the resolu-
tion?

Mr. GROSVENOR. 1 will take great pleasure in doing so.

Mr. GAINES. Did not that resolution provide that the local
laws shonld continue, save those which conflicted with the Fed-
eral Constitution?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Now, will the gentleman from Tennessee
let me fight this out myself?

Mr. GAINES. You did not read all the resolution.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Ireadevery word thatrelated to that sub-

ect.

’ Mr. GAINES. It was provided that that should be the law un-
less it interfered with the Constitution.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Not at all.

Mr. GAINES. You will find that the law of the treaty.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I am very familiar with the resolutions.

Mr. GROSVENOR. It is verbatim in the act aspassed. There
wias notda single amendment fo the original resolution—not a sin-

e word,
¥ Mr. NEWLANDS, In the first place, I will say to the gentle-
man that if there is anything in these resolutions inconsistent
with the contention which I now make, it is because I was not as
well informed when these resolutions were drawn as I am now.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

ﬁr. GROSVENOR. That is a very successful answer.

Mr. NEWLANDS. But I will say, in further explanation of
this clause— -

: ation shall be enacted extending the United States cus-

tomTE?atv?? g&%ﬂéﬂaﬁws to the Hawailan Islands, the existing customs re-

- Intions of the Hawaiian Islands with the United States and other countries
shall remain unchanged—

That there are two classes of opinions in the decisions of the
United States Supreme Court regarding this question, some con-
tending that the ports in ceded territory, until the machinery of
the customs laws of the United States is extended to them, must
be regarded as foreign ports, and the other, as in the case of Cross
against Harrison, contending that the territory, as soon as if is
ceded, becomes subject to the Constitution and the laws and that
it is the duty of the President of the United States to see that the
customs laws of the United States are enforced there. These res-
olutions were resolutions of annexation, not an act for the govern-
ment of Hawaii. The object was to maintain all existing laws
and revenues until Congress should have an opportunity of acting.

Mr. GROSVENOR. I do not want to take up the gentleman’s
time, but the precise question which he is discussin&awﬂl now
arise upon an entry of goods from Puerto Rico into the custom-
house at New York and an attempt to levy the same duty upon
those goods as would be levied if they came from the port of
London?

Mr. NEWLANDS, Yes.

Mr. GROSVENOR. And you hold what? That there conld be
no dutﬁlevied thosa s now? :

Mr. NEW On the goods from Puerto Rico?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Yes,

Mr. NEWLANDS. Ido. ]

Mr. (_}thR()ééVthE NOR. an:;T lasytt];at they have a right to comein
now without the payment of duty

Mr. N EWLA_N%aS. Yes.

Mr. GROSVENOR. And, secondly,thatCongress hasno power
to affix an%tiut‘%at all?

Mr, NEWLANDS. Ido.

My, WILLIAMS of Mississippi, That is, if they were the prod-
ucts of Puerto Ricoand not foreign goods that hmi passed through
Puerto Rico?

Mr. GROSVENOR. Of course.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Of course; and the only exception to that
which could be justified would be the exception indicated in some
of these opinions, which are evidently based upon the fact that
the customs laws can not be enforced simply because the ma-
chinery of the law is lacking. Now, with reference to Puerto
Rico, as to goods coming from San Juan to New York, there is to-
day no collector of customs under the United States customs laws.
I understand that as between domestic ports, vessels gbointi from
one port to the other,a clearance is made in one port by the col-
lector there and entry is made in the other port by the eollector
there, and the machinery of the law being lacking the Constitu-
tion and the laws can not be enforced, Dk

Now, when I say that the Constitution applies ex proprio vigore
to the territory of the United States, I do not mean fo say that if
is self-executing. I mean to say that it is the organic law con-
trolling the action of the Government there. The Government
could neglect its duty; nothing could compel the Congress of the
United States to organize the Supreme Court or to organize the inte-
rior judicialcourtsof the United States, Itcould absolutely neglect
its plain constitutional duty, and for thisthere would be no remedy.
Thus the Constitution would be made inoperative; and so in refer-
ence to the machinery of the law regarding the collection of cus-

toms, Congress might possibly, by a failure to appoint a collector
in the ceded Territories——

Mr. GILBERT. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. NEWLANDS (continuing). By failing to create the ma-
chinery make the Constitution inoperative; but in doing so Con-
gress violates its plain constitutional duty.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky?

Mr. NEWLANDS., I will,

Mr. GILBERT. Now, assuming thatthe argumentof theother
side is right, that the Constitution of the United States does not
act ex propria vigore in the islands and that there are no laws of
this Government in force except such as Congress may enact;
assuming that their major premise is sound; I want to know what
anthority thereis in this statnte to impose any punishment for a
violation of thisact. This bill of the majority contains this
vision—extending the laws relating to the customs, inclu(gicg'
those relating to the punishment for crime in connection with the
enforcement of such law, over the island of Puerto Rico and of
adjacent islands.

Now, I wish yon, while you have the floor, as your time has been
extended unlimitedly, to point out in this bill where there are an
punishments provided for a violation of this proposed bill an
whether there is ab!;g rovision in this bill establishing a collector’s
district, as indica y the majority report.

Mr. NEWLANDS. 1 do not catch the gﬂﬂeman’s question.

Mr. GILBERT. Assuming, now, that the majority report con-
tains the correct law, and that the Constitution of the United
States does not extend to Puerto Rico, and the Federal statutes
do not extend there, and common law is not in force there, where,
under this law, can there be any punishment inflicted for a disre-
gard of it, and where, in the provisions of this law, do you find any
establishment of a collector's district? Where is theré any kind of
machinery to put this bill into operation?

Mr. NEWLANDS. I submit to the gentleman that it wounld
be much better to present that question to one of the gentlemen
who favor the bill [Lm:[gm;er.‘jl I am opposed to the bill, and
I_Ehink that a reply would come with better grace from the other
side,

Mr, GAINES. Will the gentleman permit me an interrnption
on account of the question that was propounded to him by the
gentleman from Ohio a few moments ago?

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will yield, Mr. Chairman, but I wish to
be considerate of the rights of others in this debate, and I would
not like to occupy the floor too lon%; :

Mr, GAINES. I read from our , 80 called, by which the
Hawaiian Islands were annexed to the United States:

The existing treaties of the Hawaliian Islands with fore nations shall
forthwith cease and determine, being replaced by such treaties as may exist,
or as may be hereafter concluded, between the ¥Jnited States and such for-
eign nations. The municipal iagiaflstion of the Hawaiian Islands, not en
for the fulfillment of the treaties so extingunished, and not inconsistent with
this joint resolution nor contrary to the Constitution of the United States
nor to any existing treat;:g of the United States, shall remain in force until
the Congress of the United Btates shall otherwise determine.

I had this in mind when the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Gros-
VENOR] interrupted you. I askthese questions for the opposition
to answer, if they will., I1f the Constitution did not apply or ex-
tend to Hawaii, why did Congress insert in this treaty the clause
or limitation found in these words, *‘nor contrary to the Consti-
tution of the United States?” If a municipal or local law of those
islands “‘contrary to the Constitution ” was null and void by the
very words, as you see, of this treaty, then the Constitution did
and does extend to those islands, I now ask this: Can C ]
pass a law for these islands, or for Puerto Rico, that is binding,
which is *‘ contrary to the Constitution?”

Can Congress say what shall not be *‘ contrary to the Constitu-
ﬂon?,;;e d(l)f ﬁgludmb not. hiflgll:laegt task istsfotﬁ the fom Iga.sTb:eﬁn
repea y y our cour at a law y Terri-
torial legislatures ‘‘ contrary to the Constitution of the United
Statesis void,” which goes l’clgfrove that Congress is without power
to enact laws beyond the limitafion of or its powers granted, If
will be noticed that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GROSVENOR]
did not read the language I here quote.

CONTENTION UNNECESSARY.

Mr. NEWLANDS., Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish fo say, in con-
clusion, that we are en ,in my judgment, in an unnecessary
contention regarding the future of these islands. We agree as to
Hawaii. That is an outpost in the Pacific, controlling our defen-
sive line from the Alen Islands to San Diego, and in the pos-
session of a hostile power it could be made the base of an attack
upon our entire coast, involving perhaps the destruction of our
coast marine.

The annexation of Hawaii also involved absolutely the acquisi-
tion of the only intermediate port between the Orient and our
country, Itinvolved the defense of our coast. It involved econ-
omy in the military and naval expenditure of the country. There
were no complex problems in regard to the people occupying those
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islands. Only 100,000 people occupied them, They had been prac-
tically assimilated and were in sympathy with our institutions and
our whole system of government. Their acquisition involved no
industrial derangement in this country, for they had practically,
by reason of the reciprocity treaty, been incorporated into our
industrial system. y g

‘We also agree as to Cuba. We propose to out in
faith our plan of pacification and turn over that island to a gov-
ernment of its own peo%le. i

We also agree we will consider in the future, when economic
conditions compel Cuba to knock at our door for admission into
Ehe Union, as to whether it is wise, safe, and advantageous to

0 80.

‘With reference to Puerto Rico we all agree that no great dan-
ger to the industrial system of this country can come from the
acquisition of Puerto Rico. It lies there on a line to the Gulf, on
the rounte to the future Nicaragua Canal, and comes legitimately
within our scheme of expansion involving continental territory on
the northern hemisphere and adjacent islands. Hawaii, Puerto
Rico, and Cuba, we all—both imperialists and anti-imperialists—
agree, constitute a part of legitimate expansion of both our terri-
tory and our Government.

As to these islands in the Philippine group, 7,000 miles away,
weall agree, whatever may have been the mistakes of commission
or omission in the past, that as the Government of Spain has
been destroyed, as the government of the Filipinos themselves
has-been destroyed, and they present tmandidx:% complications
arising from the diverse nature of the tribes, differences in lan-
guage, differences in customs, that we must slowly build up the
fabric of self-government there, that our army must be main-
tained there, that the sovereign power of the United States must
be sustained there, and we only differ as to the ultimate dispo-
sition of those islands, as to whether they shall remain perma-
nently a part of the United States or whether we shall hold them
in trust for their own people and ultimately grant them independ-
ence. This iz the only contention,

Do the advantages, unascertained and unknowable, to be E“i“"d
by the retention of these islands compensate us for abandoning
our theory of government, the traditions of our peogle, and the
constitutional government which we exercise? Do they warrant
us in abandoning all the teachings of the past? Do they warrant
us in the contention that this Government is a limited sovereignty
here and can be absolute despotism elsewhere? Are we warranted
by any of these advantages, unknown and unascertainable, that are
so indefinitely suggested, in marching into this maze of intricacies
and complications?

The lines of action which the anti-imperialists suggest will give
us a commercial hold npon the islands; will give us coaling sta-
tions and naval stations as part of our naval and commercial
machinery; will secure the establishment of currents of trade
which can not be deflected. The Beople of this country do not
want territorial expansion in the Orient; they want commercial
axganslon, and they want commercial expansion which will not
endanger the political or industrial system of this country. The
labor of this country is now on stilts, away above the labor level
of the rest of the world, and however peoge may differ in theory
as to the advantages and benefits of free trade or protection, that
man would be a conrafeous man in this country who would knock
the stilts from under labor and throw it to the ground writhing
and struggling.

Remember the industrial disturbances created in 1894 by the
Pullman strike, the result purely of economic conditions brought
about by readjustment in our financial and industrial -
The country was upon theverge of acivil war. Economice es
are the most serious changes that any government can contem-
plate. However justified they may be in theory, they always re=
sult in temporary derangement and disorder to the labor and
finances of the country. Sofar as I am concerned I wish to main-
tain the present level of wages in this country. I would not do
anything that would diminish the Erice of the product which the
American laborer makes, when that price is essential to the main-
tenance of the wage he receives,

And here to-day, after years of legislation in protecting onr-
selves against the products of the cheap labor of other countries,
in protecting ourselves by immigration laws, intending to exclude
the inferior and cheaper classes of labor throughout the world, we
deliberately take the step which upon our contention will, and
even upon your contentionmay, include within this Union 9,000,000

eople with absolute freedom of access to your capital, with abso-
ute freedom of access to the mother country, with absolute free-
dom of access to every part of our country, who will be invited
here in swarms by speculators in labor, as were the Chinese to
this country and as are the Jagaanese to Hawaii.

‘What would be thought to-day of the proposition of annexing
China and Japan and bringing them within our tariff wall? Why,
the thinking men for years have dwelt upon the danger of arousin,
the productive capacity of the Orient, The Chinese were invi
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to California under laws which protected their coming, and the
people of that State welcomed them. At first the feeling against
them was r ded as a low and vulgar racg_&::‘ejudice. The Chi-
nese gradually advanced and captured the different industries on
that coast, first the boot and shoe industry, the woolen industry,
the cigar industry, and as they advanced upon the vineyards and
orchards and into the field, thinking men realized that American
civilization was in danger, and we passed laws prohibiting the
immigation of these people into our country.

To-day the Japanese are coming into our country, they are rush-
ing into Hawail, and they will doubtless migrate to this coun-
try in large numbers. I heard an intelligent manufacturer from
New England, the present minister to Italy, say four years ago that
if he were a youn%man and proposed to establish a manufacturing
industry he would go to Japan for its location. The cheapness,
intelligence, and efficiency of the labor there would make its com-
petition most potent, if taken within our tariff walls,

FILIPINO COMPETITION.

Now, I have seen in a very thoughtful review of the Philippine
Islands, in a statistical abstract presented by the Treas Depart-
ment, the statement that the Philippine Islands, with the quick-
ness and adjustability of thatrace, and with their great resources,
will reach out and s s Japan. .

Mr. CARMACEK. ill the gentleman please state from what
source he derives the statement to which he has just referred?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Itisin the abstract of the Bureau of Sta-
tistics regarding the Philippine Islands., I have it here. I will
read a sentence, It states:

The Philippines will also play a part in the industries of the future equal
to, if not surpassing, Japan

Such information as we can gather pointsto the conclusion that
the natives of the Philippines possess a high degree of intelligence,
alertness, and industrial adaptability. The%are quick with their
heads and their hands, in this t resembling the Japanese.

Following the annexation of the Philippines there will be a
great influx into these islands of American capital, which will be
employed partly in the production of sugar and tobacco, affecting
thus our own interests in the raising of these staples and partl
also in manufacturing industries. Aft first such industries will
be intended only to supply the local demand in the archipelago,
but as the aptitude of the natives for pursuits of this kind is de-
veloped and the advantages of cheap labor are realized, the busi-
ness of manufacturing for export to the United States will begin
to grow, assuming that there is free trade. Once started, there

ill beno doubt that it will advance ra%dlly, trans-Pacific rates of
transportation being so low as to offer little hindrance.

The danger will be, under the conditions suggested, that whilst
the sugar and tobacco of the Philippines will compete with ours
in our own markets, we shall have no compensating opportunity
to sell our ‘Bfoducta there. Probably, instead of buying our man-
ufactures, the Filipinos will ship theirs to us; andif so, the balance
of trade will turn largely against us. From our point of view to-
day we can hardly imagine wiﬂe extent of this industrial
competition or prescribe its limits,

1t is probable that at first the nativesof the archipelago, if taken
inside of our tariff wall, will turn to the production of cotton goods
and bly silk fabrics, but the quickness of their heads and
hands will soon enable them to adapt themselves to almost any
ki%?ld t;fiso become dangero ti in th i

ey may e dan us competitors e Erow

of cotton, as the islands are well adaptege in respect to soil aﬁg
climate for the production of that staple. For reasons of her
own, Spain made it a part of her policy to discourage cotton
growing in the Philippines; otherwise it is probable that this in-

ustry wonld already be flourishing in the archipelago. The ex-
pectation of the Sonthern States that the Philippines will open a
market for American cotton may never be realized. It is much
more likely that they will become rivals in the business of cotton
growing, and besides this, if the Constitution applies, the Filipinos
will have access to the United States. It has been urged that
being accustomed to a tropical climate they will not want to
come here, but it must be considered that a large portion of this
country has a climate sufficiently warm for the Filipinos, who
would not suffer from a change of residence to California, Ari-
zona, New Mexico, and the Sounthern States.

American labor has been able to maintain itself at its present
elevation by the laws limiting and restraining the importation of
the products of cheap foreign labor and preventing the wholesale
migration of cheap labor into this country from abroad. Itcan be
easily imagined what will be the effect of putting inside of our

vernmental and industrial system 9,000,000 people possessing a

igh degree of industrial aptitude and accustomed to a scale of
wages and mode of living appropriate to Asiatics.

Such are the evils of incorporating the Philippines into our gov-
ernmental and industrial system; but let us assume that there are
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no constitutional objections to the plans of the imperialists; as-
sume that we can pass discriminating laws restricting the entry
of their produets and the migration of their peoples to this conn-
try, but facilitating the entry of our products and the migration
Io;sg?: people to theirs, Can such a system, founded on injustice,
It is contended by no one that there is room for the occupation
of these islands by an American population. The climate is un-
suited to them, and, besides, the ground is already occupied, not
by a barbaric people, such as the Indians, but 'bg semicivilized
people owning the land, cultivating the soil, and enjoying the
rights of property. Their land can not be occupied by us; it is
y occupied by them. All that we can acquire is the right
to govern. Bo we wish to govern simply for the sakaoftﬁov-
erngng? Our Government, it 1s clear, can get no advantage, there
will be nothing but expense. 'We can never divert any portfion of
the revenue of a subject omml;r{ into our Treasury; t is a sys-
tem which England herself has long gince abandoned. Assuming
that the islands will pay their own expenses we will then have the
r%%nsibﬂity without profit.
o, then, will t? Perhaps the carriers of and of
immigrants; perhaps those who go there to loit the cheap
labor of the conntry. How will they exploit it? ply by rais-
ing products in that country with cheap labor that we raise in
this country with expensive labor. Their profit will come out of
the consumers of this country and at the expense of our domestic
producers. If we wish to sell wheat, corn, and agricultural im-
plements, and manufactured goods, is it not better to sell them to
sugar producers and tobacco producers upon our own soil rather
than pass them by and send such products 7,000 miles away to
producers and tobacco growers there?

t should be recollected that we can never buy anything with-
out giving something in return. 'We lose as much wealth as we
acquire. 3] seﬁ can not e t to sell more than we buy
very long, for if we to the Philippines for any great length of
time more than we buy, the result wounld be that the Philippines
would be denuded of their money and would be without purchas-
ing power of any kind.
m%uty, interest, and constitutional obligation, therefore, all point
to the advantage of maintaining the integrity of our governmental
and industrial system; of adhering to the humanitarian j}?l‘arpoﬂe:
with which we started outin the war; of pacifying the Philippines
as we are pacifying Cuba; of erecting there a stable government
under a constitution and laws which will protect the welfare of
the Filiginos; of retaining there necessary coaling and naval sta-
tions; of cultivating the friendly feeling of the Filipinos, and thus
building up an enduring commerce in the Orient upon the solid

foundation of justice and peace. [Lgll:d ;B})!ange-] i
(ghmaxrman, e under consideration

Mr. HOP S. Mr.
provides:

That onand after the of this act the same tariffs, customs,and duties
be levied, collactad, and peid upon all articles imported fnto Puerto
from ports other than those of the United Btatm:ﬁ#n; mcinimdhy

articles imported into the U tates from for-

It does not provide for free trade between the islands and the
United States, but fixes the rate of duty that shall be paid on all
imports from Puerto Rico into the United States at 25 per cent of
the duties charged on like articles from other fomﬂygorta, and

vides also that all articles imported into Puerto Rico from the
g:.ited States shall only pay 25 per cent of the rate of dufy im-
posed there upon like articles from other foreign countries, with
this proviso, that on all articles im from Puerto Rico into
the United States where internal-revenue duty is imposed in this
country that the custom duty shall be 25 per cent of the duty im-
Poaed on like articles from foreign countries plus the revenue fax
evied and collected on the articles produced or manufactured in
this country, It will thus be seen that under this bill the ques-
tion is presented as to whether Puerto Rico and the Philippine
Islands, under the treaty of entered into befween this Gov-
ernmentand Spain, become integral parts of the United States or
whether they can be treated as territor , and separate and dis-
tinct custom laws and internal-revenue laws imposed there from
what are levied, collected, and paid in the United States. The
issue presented in this bill, as thus briefly stated, is of paramount
im nce to the people of this country. :

e treaty of peace nsiotiated between the United States and
E&ain was a great triumph of American diplomacy and American
tesmanship. It fixed the terms of settlement at the conclusion
of a war the most brilliant of any in the history of our country.
There is a destiny that shapes the affairs of nations as well as of
men. The American Repnblic in all of its splendid career has
had the favoring countenance of an allwise and just God. Never
in its history, however, has the in: tion of Divine Providence
been more manifest than in our relations with Spain in the late
war.

I have neither the time nor the inclination to review in any de-
tail the circumstances which led to the declaration of war against

S . This is all familiar histo
the floor, and a subject with which the great mass of our fellow
countrymen are entirely familiar. The war was declared by our
Government in obedience to an almost universal demand of the
American people. Party lines were obliterated, sectional differ-
ences forgotten, factional disturbances were laid aside, and the
people, almost with the voice of one man, demanded of the Gov-
ernment of the United States not only a declaration of war but
the expulsion of Spanish authority from the Western Hemisphere,

In the accom: ]m’iun ent of this great purpose the fortunes of war
took Admiral Dewey, in the early hours of the morning on the 1st
day of May, 1898, into the harbor of Manila, The brilliant naval
engagement which followed eclipsed in splendor any sea fight of
ancient or modern times. Lord Nelson, the great British admiral,
in all of his wonderful career on the sea, never achieved so brilliant
a victory as the one gained by Dewey over the Spanish fleet in
Manila bor. That great naval batfle not only placed Dewey's
name among the immortals, but it fixed duties and responsibilities
upon the Government of the United States so momentous, so far-
reaching, that the wisest and ablest in our midst are unable to
agree as to their proper solution. Four problems faced our com-
missioners when they assembled in Paris to negotiate the treaty
of peace with the Spanish commissioners as to what disposition
should be made of the Philippine Islands:

ﬁhé“’ 9urmArm§e and Nag’a could be méhdr%hwn _fmﬁll:he islands
and Spain ven power and aunthori Was exer-
cising at the timaAEllnimlDewe ‘s fleet first sa.iledt¥nto Philippine
waters. Second, the islands could be given over to theinhabitants
themselves. Third, the islands could be taken and divided among
European nations. Fourth, the islands could be held by the
United States under the terms and stipulations expressed in the
treaty of peace. Thereasonsthatwere ur?d by the people of this
country for the expulsion of the Spaniards from Cuba were equally
potent against our commissioners allowing Spain to reassert her
sovereigntyover the Philippine Islands. Our duty to humanity, to
our own citizens, and the people of those islands demanded thaf
the strong arm of this Government should be maintained there to
provide against anarchy, bloodshed, and riot that would inevi-
tably follow the turning of them over to the ﬁople themselves
under present conditions. No self-respecting erican, no lover
of his country, ambitious for its futnre on land and sea, could for
a moment think of that great archipelago, with its future possi-
bilities, being turned over to the grasping ambition and avarice
of the European nations, who are to-day attempting to absorb the
%}-heater part of the Asiatic and oriental trade from America,

ere was but one thing left for the American commissioners to
do, and that was to provide for the cession of those islands to the
United States.

The consensus of opinion in this country to-day, Mr. Chairman,
approves the wise action of these able and distinguished commis-
sioners. The people of this counfry unite in their approval of the
President’s course in all our relations with Spain; and history, I
am sure, will vindicate also the wisdom of hiscourse. When war
was declared no one dreamed that the far-off Orient would wit-
ness the first scenes of hostilities between the two nations. Our
thoughts, onr tions, and our hopes were all centered in the
fleet that was fo blockade Cuban ports, and in the army that was
to invade Cuban soil.

The god of war ordained it otherwise, and placed under our
Eav;liﬁlpd mij];itary i:ont.rol the ialand:ﬁ which m-fdny hi;:l:mti c:in&ed

Yy ons of people representing various s of po e-
velopment, from sawv: to civilization. I approve with m
whole heart the cession of these islands to the United States, an
I do not join with those who indulge in dark forebodings of the
future because of the problems which have arisen on account of
their acquisition.

I believe that the American Republic is destined fo grow in all
the elements that make a tnation more rapidlze'ﬂa the future
than in the t and that its influence will be mar and potent
among all the nations of the earth. I believe that these great
results can be brought about without endangering our domestic
institutions or without impairing those great principles of liberty
and free government that are the heritage of every American citi-
zen. I thank God that I was born an optimist instead of a pessi-
mist; that I can see something good in men rather than evil;
that political organizations are formed for the betterment of the
people of our count:rtgarather than for corrupt purposes and the
spoils of office, and that in our Government we can go on increas-

, known to every member on

ing our trade, our commerce, our population and wealth, and in
all the elements that go to make up a great sovereignty, without
impairing any of those conditions so sacred to the fathers of the
Republic and so impottant a factor in the perpetuation of repub-
lican institutions.

I believe that the Constitution of the United States is broad
enough and elastic enough to enable us fo control the inhabitants
of those islands and give them a larger liberty and a higher civil-
ization than they have heretofore enjoyed without impairing in
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the least the integrity of our domestic institutions or entai

upon our people any additional taxation. I recognize the fa
that it would be inopportune to engage in a 1 and elaborate
argument to show what the powers are of our ent and

the manner in which they should or can be exercised. I take it,
Mr, Chairman, that these questions have been sufficiently dis-
cussed to satisfy every fair-minded man that the United States
Government has the constitutional power toacquire these islands,
If there is any doubting Thomas among us at this late day 1
would call his attention to the remarks of Chief Justice Marshall
in the case of American Insurance Company vs. Canter (1 Peters,
542), in which case, speaking for the court, he said:

The Constitution confers absolutely on the Government of the Union the
i b Aot et Dy Pt Rt o il B 005
troaty. ¢ * % TIf it be ceded 'i‘f}qm treaty, the scquisttion 8 confirmed,
and tge ceded territory becomes a t of the natio?f%o which it is annexed,
either on the terms stipulated in the treaty of cession or on such as its new
master may impose.

There are many other decisions of the Supreme Court of the
'Unitadﬁsct:.ﬁes v;}:ich confirm t{;lhe doctrine here mno;mthcgdn Thmted
is prac y only asserting the sovereign power o ni
States. When land recognized our independence, and we
took :ﬁlace among the sovereign nations of the earth, we took it
with the power and authority that can be exercised by any
other independent sovereignty in all this world, The power of
ia&q?finng and of disposing of territory is an incident of sovereignty

elf,

It could be exercised by the United States Government if there
were nothing in the Constitution relating to the subject, but, as
this great and eminent Chief Justice said, under the Constitution
which unites the separate States into one grand Republic the
article which provides for the declaration of war and the making
of treaties carries with it the power to either acquire or dispose
of territory at the sovereign will of the United States Govern-
ment. Therefore the President, in anthorizing his commissioners
to enter into the articles of the treaty of peace between this Gov-
ernment and Spain, to acquire by cession from the Spanish Gov-
ernment Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islands, was simply
exercising the sovereign rights inherent in our Government.

No man conversant with international law and familiar with
the Constitution of the United States will contend for a moment
that the acquisition of those islands was unconstitutional or be-
yond the power of the Government. As to what our relations to
those islands shall be under the treaty of peace is, however, quite
a different question. I have been greatly interested in the discus-
sion which been carried on in this House and in the Senate on
this subject. Men whom I believe are honest in their convictions
differ widely; some contend that by the veg uisition of those
islands they become an integral part of the United States and that
the inhabitants, varying as they do from savagery to semiciviliza-
tion and perhaps fo civilization, are gnaranteed under our Con-
stitution all the rights, privileges, and immunities that form the
gacred inheritance of every American citizen, I have given very
careful and anxions thought to that subject, and;:gleahng only for
myself, I am entirely clear as to the status that will be held by the
people of those islands and the relations that theislands themselves
wilP bear to the Government of the United States under the Con-
gtitution.

You will note, Mr. Chairman, that in the treaty of peace itself
our commissioners, with a wise forethought and a display of
statesmanship that is creditable indeed, have provided in the
ninth article of that treaty that * The civil rights and political
statns of the native inhabitants of the territory hereby ceded to
the United Statesshall be determined by the Congress,” thus leav-
ing the whole question open to be determined by the legislation
that shall be enacted by this or futnre Congresses. I have very
pronounced convictions on this subject. I believe that territory
acquired by the United States as Puerto Rico and the Philippine
Islands have been acquired, under this treaty of peace between
our Government and Spain, becomes the pro of the United
States Government and not a part of it, and that under the Con-
stitution Congress can make such disposition of the islands as the
members of the House and Senators may deem for the best
;::htemd t of the people of this country and the inhabitants of the

nds,

I believe, further, that under the reservation in the treaty bz
which the civil rights and the political status of the native inhabi
antsare to be determined by Congress we can make such legislation
regarding them as we shall see fit, consistent with the ciples of
ourfree Republic. Iamaware,gir, that inannouncing this position
I take issue with the great massof the gentlemen whoare opposed
to the present Administration and who are seeking to embarrass
the Government. Baut, sir, in assuming the power of the Govern-
ment both over these islands and the people as well, I am an-
nouncing no new doctrine of constitutional law and am asserting
no new principle of legislation. These principles which I main-
tain have been asserted by abler men and maintained by more

cogent reasons than I can express, Chancellor Kent, in speaking
on this very subject, said:

It would seem from these variouns mal regulations of the Terri-
”‘“ﬁ“mgrem‘,°w*“° o the Eve st o U Gt i s e
gress -1} ar ‘overnmen em, de; on the ex-
ercise of their sound discretion. 'fhn.& discretion has hlthalr’g:bm exercised
in wisdom and faith and with an anxious regard for the aecuﬁ{g of the
rights and pri d declared in the ordi-
npance of July, 1757, and in the Constitution of the United States. **Alladmit,”
said Chief Justice Marshall, “the constitutionality of a Territorial govern-
ment." But neither the District of Columbia nor a Territory is a State
within the meaning of the Constitution or entitled to claim the ptivﬂefios s~
cured to the members of the Union. This has been so adjudged b'_Ll e Su-

reme Court. Nor will a writ of error ora lie from a Territorial court
the Supreme Court unless there be a statute provision for that pur-
pose. * * * Jf therefore, the Government of the United States should
carry into execution the &rgject of colo: o great valley of the Colum-
bia or Oregon River, to west of the y Mountains, it would afford a
subject of ve consideration what would be the future civil and political
d of that conntry. It would be along time before it wonld be populous
enough to be ereated into one or more independent States; and in the mean-
mme‘i :cggn the doctrine tanght by the acts of Cangresfﬁana even by the judi-
cial ons of the Bupreme Court, the colonists would be in a state of the
most con;pleta subordination and asdependentupon the will of Congressasthe
le of this country would have been u the King and Parliamentof
reat Britain if they conld have sustained their claim to bind us in all cases
whatsoever.—Commentaries, Vol. I, 885,

Judge Story, one of the ablest judges who ever sat upon the
bench of the Supreme Court of the United States, and whose work
on the Constitution is a recognized authority in this country and
in England, gaid:

The power of (km%rm over the public territory is clearly exclust d
universal; and their legislation is Bl?b ect to no control, but.,ils ahuoiu:g :gd
unlimi unless so far as it is affected by stipulations in the cessions, or by

the ordinance of 1787, under which any part of it has been settled.—Com-
mentaries, section 1528,

I think, sir, that a careful analysis of the decisions of the Su-
preme Courtof the United States will support my contention that
the ceded islands become the property of, and not an integral part
of, the United States. In support of that position I desire to
briefly call the attention of members of the House to what Mr,
Justice Bradleg-aaid in the case of Mormon Church vs, United
States (136 U. 8., page 42):

The power of
po 5 ariacinmglm over the Territoriesof the United Statesis

and and incidental to the right to acquire the territo:
i and the power given the Constigztion atgqmake all needf
d 0] territory or other property of the

rules and regulations respecting
United States. It would be absurd to hold that the United States has power
to acquire territory and no power t?-eﬁovam it when acquired. The power
to acquire territory * * #* igderi from the treaty-making power and
the power to declare carry on war. The incidents of these powers are
those of national sovereignty, and belong to all independent governments.
The er to make acquisitions of territory, by treaty and by cession, is an
incident of nationalsovereignty. The Territory of Louisiana, whenacquired
from Frarce, and the Territories west of the Mountains, when ac-
uired from Mexico, became the absolute property and domain of the United
ta subject to such conditions as the Government, in its diplomatic ne-
seen fit touxﬂt relntlng to the rights of theﬁ le then in-
ving tfully acquired said arl-l)"oriea. the

Btates Government was the only one which could impose laws u

them, and its sovem!fnty over them was complete. No State of the Union
had any such right of sovereignty over them; no other country or govern-

tions are so elemen and so
necessarily follow from the condition of things mit ug:n the acquisition
em,

of new territory that they need no argument to suppo

. Long prior to the date of this decision Mr. Justice Nelson, speak-
ing for the Supreme Court of the United States in the case of
Brenner vs. Porter (9 How., 242), said: i
S R T e e
the organic law, but mptha creations, oaxt:.lu.szlve.l;i'.j':’,“‘ca"ér the le Itive Saes.
ment and snbject to its supervision and control.

As late as February, 1898, this question was before the circuit
court of appeals of the United States for the ninth district, and
the doctrine here announced by the Supreme Court in the deci-
sions to which I have referred was reaffirmed by that court. Mr,
Justice Morrow, who delivered the opinion of the court, evidently
reexamined the whole question and carefully considered all the
authorities cited on the subject by the lawyers on bothsides of
the case and came to the conclusion which I have maintained here
to-day, and which has been so tersely and beantifully expressed
RLML Justice Bradley in the decision to which I have adverted.
e Justice Morrow, in speaking for the court, used the following

The answer to these and other like objections urged in the brief of counsel
for defendant is found in the now wollﬂstnbﬂshed%octrine that the Terri-
tories of the United States are entirely subject to the legislative authority of

They are not organized nnder the Constitution, nor subject to its
complex distribution of the powers of government as the organic law, but
are the creation exclusively of the legislative department and subject to
its supervision and control. “(Bennervs, Porter,9 How.,235,242.) The United
Bmteséin.ﬂng rightfully acquired the territory, and being the only Govern-
ment that can impose laws u{on them, has the entire dominion and sover-

ty, national and municipal, Federal and State. (Insurance Co.vs. Canter,
1 Pet., 511, 542; Cross va. How., 164; National Bank vs. Yankton
Co., 101 U. 8., 120, 183; Murphy vs. Ramsey, 114 U. 8., 15, 4, 5 Sup. Ct., T47;
La tion of Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints vs. U. B.
181, 11 Bup, Ct., M9; Shively vs. Bowlby, 152 U. 8., 1,48, 14, Sup. Ct.,543.) * # 4
It may legislate in accordance with the special needs each locality, and
ts rm.’l.nﬁons to meet the conditions and circumstances ot the peog)!a.
Whether subject elsewhere would be a matter of local police regulation
or within State control under some other power it is immaterial to consider.

2003

tive departe .
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In a Territory all the functions of government are within the legislative
jurisdiction Con%mu, and may be exercised through a local government
or directly by such legislation as we have now under consideration. (Endle-
man vs. United States, 86 Fed. Rep., 456.)

This, I think, is the latest expression on this snla‘:sct by the
courts. Gentlemen will see that it is in line with the spirit of
the law as originally announced by Mr. Chief Justice hall
and later by MB;. Justice Bradley. The members who are inter-
ested in the study of this question and who take any pleasure in
examining the authorities will find that not only is the opinion
rendered by Mr. Justice Morrow correct, but will also find that
Mr. Justice Bradley, in the oFinion on this subject rendered by
him, collects and reviews all the intervening decisions from 1
Peters to the one which was rendered by him and which is pub-
lished in 136 T, S. Reporter; so that I hazard nothing in saying
that the Supreme Court of the United States has held that the
acquisition of territory where it is held as territory is the prop-
erty of the United States. The Supreme Court in 18 Wallace,
page 320, said:

as Territories they are mere depend-
enggsﬂgg ?ﬁ: tﬁﬁw‘ﬁf ggﬁ“‘i‘ﬁ%n&m authority gxercised therep& is
derived from the General Government. :

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, my examination of this subject has
cansed me to express feelings of surprise that men question the
constitutional status of these people under the treaty of peace, or
question the status of the islands themselves, so far as the power
and authority of the Con{;ress of the United States over them is
concerned. They may rely, however, upon the decisions of the
Supreme Court of the United States relating to the right of trial
by jury in the Territories, to citizenship, and the apportionment of

taxes, ete. .

Mr, COCHRAN of Missouri. Will the gentleman allow me to
ask him a question?

Mr, HOPKINS, Iwill yield to the gentleman.

Mr, COCHRAN of Missouri. I want to inquire of the gentle-
man if he believes that had that ga.rt of the treaty for the pur-
chase of Louisiana with France been omitted, could Congress
have passed a law interfering with the religions liberty of the
people of the Louisiana purchase?

r. HOPKINS. I want tosay to the gentleman that if there
had been no provision of that kind, the power of Congress would
have been as unlimited as England in treating her colonies before
the war of the Revolution, in the language of Judge Kent, and
one as great assheexercises over her other provinces at the present

e.

Mr. COCHEAN of Missouri, One further guestion.

Mr. HOPKINS. I can not yield further.

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. It will be very brief.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, Mr. Chairman, when I was interrupted
by the gentleman from Missouri I was attempting to show that
under ‘ﬁs constitutional provision the treaty of cession became
the supreme law of the land, and enabled a person livin$ within
the limits of the Territory to invoke the powers of the Constitu-
tion in his behalf precisely as he would if he had lived within the
limits of a State.

‘When we come to understand this, we can readily see that the
Supreme Court of the United States in passing upon the question
as to the right of trial by jury would use language that may be
found in those decisions; that when they came to upon any of
the questions relating to police powers they would use such lan-

age as they do withont ever assuming the grave proposition
that has been announced by the gentlemen on the other side of the
Chamber in this debate.

I am well aware that expressions can be found in a number of
cases decided by that great tribunal which give color to the posi-
tion assumed by gentlemen on the other side of the Chamber, who
contend that the Constitution ex proprio vigore extends to the
Philippine Islands and Puerto Rico. I have carefully studied
each of these decisions, and I think when they are properly con-
sidered they are in harmony with the position I assume and in
harmony with the decisions of the courts which I have cited above
in support of the doctrine that these newly acquired possessions
are the property of the United States and subject to such legisla-

n as gress may see fit to enact resggcting them. To prop-
erly understand those decisions it may necessary to the
attention of the members of the House to the different treaties
negotiated by this country with foreign countries in the acquisi-
tion of territory. .

The first territory we acquired by treaty was during the year 1803,
and is known as the Louisiana purchase. ArticleIIlof thetreaty
negotiated between this country and France reads as follows:

The inhabitants of the ceded territory shall be incorporated intothe Union
of the United States and admitted as soon as possible, according to the prin-
ciples of the Federal Constitution, to the enjoyment of all the rights, advan-

and immunities of the citizens of the United States; and in the mean-
time they shall be maintained and protected in the free enjoyment of their
liberty, property, and the religion which they profess.

When it is remembered that by Article VIof the Constitution
‘‘all treaties made, or which ah.n]i be made, under the authority of

the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land,” it be-
comes apparent at once that when the treaty from which I have
just quoted was approved by the President and the Senate it be-
came the supreme law of the United States and extended to the
citizens living within the limits of the Louisiana purchase the
rights and privileges of citizens of the States. 1t is also apparent
that this vast territory was acrgzireﬂ by the Government of the
United States for the purpose of being incorporated into the Union
and giving the inhabitants thereof all the rights, privileges, and
immunities of the people of the thirteen original States.

Florida was ceded to the United States by Spain in 1819 nunder
a treaty containing a similar provision to the one just quoted re-
lating to the Louisiana territory., And the treaty by which New
Mexico, California, Utah, and the other ferritory acquired from
Mexico was ceded by that country to the United Statescontained
a provision similar to that contained in the treaties concerning
Florida and the province of Lonisiana. You thus see that by the
treaty, which nunder the Constitution becomes the supreme law of
the land, certain rights under the Federal Constitution were con-
ferred upon the inhabitants of the ceded territory. In none of
these cases has the court said, independent of any treaty arrange-
ment or act of Congress, that the Constitution ex proprio vigore
extends to newly acquired possessions. When we acquired the
Alaskan territory,asomewhat differentagreement wasentered into
with Russia with reference to the territory itself and to the people
living therein, That freaty, among other things, provided as fol-
lows:

But if they shonld prefer to remain in the ceded territory, they, with the
exception of the uncivilized tribes, shall be admitted to the enjoyment of all
rights, advantages, and immunities of citizens of the United States, and shall
be protected in_the free enjoyment of their liberty, pro
The uncivilized tribes shall subject to such regula
States may from time to timeadopt
country.

From this it is apparent that, aside from the acquisition of the
Hawaiian Islands, all of the territory which we acquired prior to
the cession of the Philippine Islands and Puerto Rico was under
the treaty stipulations which extended to the inhabitants certain
of the rights, under the Constitution, of American citizens.

Loughborough vs. Blake (5 Wheaton, 817) is the leading case
relied npon by those who argue that the Constitution ex proprio
vigore extends to all of our newly acquired ions. That case
was decided in 1820. The opinion was delivered by Chief Justice
Marshall. It arose out of substantially the following facts: Jan-
uary 9, 1815, Congress passed an act laying an annual direct tax
of §6,000,000 upon the several States that formed the United States
Republic, naming the States, eighteen in all. The amount was
apportioned among them as provided by the Constitution. Feb-
ruary, 27, 1815, Congress passed another act which in effect ex-
tended the first act to the District of Columbia. A resident of the
District of Columbia resisted %ayment on the ground that the act
extending the original act to the District of Columbia was uncon-
stitutional. His property was seized and he brought trespass
against the officer m;&ing the seizure.

The judgment of the court can be sustained fully on the grant
of full legislative power found in Article I, section 8, subsection
17, of the Constitution. In delivering the opinion of the court,
however, Chief Justice Marshall used lan e which img‘lies that
the ** United States” means the States and Territories. Thispart
of the opinion is conceded by all lawyers to be dictum, and that
it is so regarded by the Supreme Court of the United States is a
Earent from the language of Mr. Justice Gray in the case of Gi

ons vs, The District of Columbia (116 U. S. Rep.,407). Inspeak-
ing of the case of Loughborongh vs. Blake he said:

The point there decided was that an act of Congress laying a direct tax
throughount the United States inpr ion to the censusdirected to be taken
by the Constitution might compre d the District of Columbia: and the
power of Congress, ‘iesi-&bltin%ns a local legislature for the District, to levy
AR R R e D L
ted and hl:;w never 3’1?33 been doubted. 2 4 Xt

Chief Justice Marshall, in his opinion, did not make the dis-
tinction which clearly exists that the term *‘ United States” has a
dual meaning. One, international, which means the empire of
the United States, including the States that exist under the Con-
stitution and all the territory as well, This term is conventional.
It is a term that is used the same as we speak of the Gerinan Em-
pire, and has no relation to the Constitution itself, which nnites
the forty-five States into one Federal Republic. In its constitu-
tional meaning the term ¢ United States” relates entirely to the
States forming the Federal Republic, and it is in that sense in
which it is used in the different provisions in the Constitution
itself. As I have already shown, it was unnecessary for the Chief
Justice to have used the language he did in upholding the con-
stitutionality of the act in question, and it is apparent also that
he did not give the significance to that langnage which has been
given to it by our Democratic friends, from the fact that he was
the judge who wrote the opinion in the Canter case, reported in
1 Peters. The Canter case, while it does not in express terms

rty, and religion.
ons as the United
regard tothe aboriginal tribes of that
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overrule the dictum of Chief Justice Marshall in Loughborough
vs, Blake, uses language which is entirely inconsistent with the
idea that a Territory, as such, is comprehended within the limits
of the Constitution of the United States.

Indeed, Chief Justice Marshall himself, in the case of Hepburn
v, Ellzey (2 Cranch, 445), ful.ldv determined that a Territory is not
a State and not comprehended within the limits of the Constitu-
tion. In that case a resident of the District of Columbia brought
suit in the United States court for the district of Virginia against
a citizen of Virginia. The defendant contended that as a citizen
of the District of Columbia he had no authority under the Consti-
tution to bring such a suit. In determining that question Chief
Justice Marshall said:

On the part of the plaintiffs it has been u that Columbia is a distinet
political society and is therefore a State according to the definitions of writers
on general law. That is true. But as the act of Gonsmas obvionsltf uses the
word “State™ in reference to that term as used in the Constitution, it
becomes necessary to inquire whether Columbia is a State in the sense of
that instrument. 'The resnlt of that examination is a conviction that the
members of the Ameriean Confederacy only are the States contemplated in
the Constitution.

Again, in the case of New Orleans vs. Winter (1 Wheaton, 92),
Chief Justice Marshall uses this language:

It has been attempted to distinguish a Territory from the District of
Columbia; but the court is of opinion that this distinction can not be main-
tained. 'They may differ in many respects, but neither of them isa State in
the sense in which that term is used in the Constitution.

Scott vs. Sanford (19 Howard) is another case which is much
relied upon by those who hold that our newly acquired possessions
must be controlled, if at all, under the provisions of the Constitu-
tion. A mere statement of the issue involved in that case, as it
seems to me, will determine the fact that it can not be urged as
an authority to guide us in the determination of our action in
legislating for Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islands. Scott was
a slave, and his master took him from Missouri, where he was then
a resident, into the State of Illinois and resided there for two years,
and then into the Territory of Minnesota and resided there for two
years. He then went back into the State of Missouri with his
slave, and after he had become againdomiciled in the State of Mis-
souri Scott sued in the State courts for his freedom.

The supreme court of Missouri held that it did not possess juris-
diction beyond the ferritorial limits of the State and that it could
not invoke the laws of Illinois or of the Territory of Minnesota to
establish his freedom., The case was then taken into the Federal
courfs, and the only issue presented there and the only issue de-
cided by the Supreme Court of the United States was as to whether
that court had jurisdiction of the case. The decision of the court
was that it did not possess jurisdiction. Whatever was said out-
gide of that one issue was the dictum of the judge and not the de-
cision of the court. We all know under what political excite-
ment the o&inions of the Chief Justice and his associates were
delivered. They were simply the expression of political opinions
and are not entitled to any weight as judicial expressions. That
I am correct in this is apparent from the fact that it has never
been relied upon by the courts and rarely has it been referred to
in judicial opinions.

American Publishing Company vs. Fisher (166 U. 8., 464), the
Slaughter House Cases, Springville vs. Thomas (166 U. 8., 707),
Thompson v»s. Utah (170 U. 8., 343), and many other cases that I
might speak of have been referred to in this debate as supporting
the doctrine that our newly acquired possessions have become an
integral part of the United States and that the inhabitants
thereon are entitled to the protection guaranteed to citizens under
our Constitution. Those cases when properly analyzed do not
support that contention, That issue was not before the court in
any of these cases. The language that has been relied upon is
simply the dictuin of the justice who prepared the decision for
the court. Every person familiar with the decisions of our courts
can readily understand that even the judge himself preqa i
the opinion would not wish to be bound to the exact and it‘gg
interpretation of every expression used in the way of illustrating
the issue that is determined in the opinion.

All of these cases arose under such different conditions from
those that now confront us that it is preposterous to hold that all
or any of them are authorities to guide us in legislating for Puerto
Rico or the Philippine Islands. 1venture the assertion thatnone
of these decisions would have any weight with the Supreme
Court, or at the most very little weight, when called upon fo de-
cide the constitutionality of the bill which we are now consider-
ing. We are confronted in this legislation with the acquisition
of territory under different terms from any previous acquisition
in the history of the Republic. The location of the islands, cli-
matic conditions, the inhabitants themselves and their known in-
capacity at the present time for self-government will all have a
powerful influence with the court in determining the constitu-
tionality of our action.

It is a maxim n -
4o a0 508 tAken T ComDECEIEn with (ho sams In Wik those Gepromstoms
are used. If they go beyond the case they must be resvected. but ought not

to control the judgment in a su ent suit when the very 'Fomt. is pre-
sented for d on. The reason of this maxim is obvious. The guestion
actually before the court is investigated with care and considered in its
fullest extent. Other principles which may serve to illustrate it are con-
gidered in their re n to the case decided, but their possible bearing on all
other cases is seldom completely investigated.

This is the langnage of Chief Justice Marshall in the case of
Cohens vs. Virginia (6 Wheaton, 264).

InreRoss (140 U. 8. Rep., 453) the Supreme Court of the United
States npheld a consular court established by Congress in Japan,
consisting of a consul and four associates. A person charged with
murder on an American vessel in Japanese waters was tried be-
fore this consular court without a jury and without any of the
safeguards provided by the Constitution. He was found guilty
and sentenced to be executed. The sentence, however, was com-
muted by the President to life imprisonment, and he was sent to
the penitentiary at Albany, N. Y., to serve out his life sentence.
‘While he was serving out his life sentence he sued out a writ of
habeas corpus and raised the (Eest;ion as to the constitutionality
of the court which had tried him, claiming that under the Con-
stitution of the United States he had aright to trial h‘i' jury. The
court held him to have been properly convicted, and upheld the
act of C creating the court. is case is in harmony with
those which I have already cited in support of the doctrine that
Congress is supreme in the territories we have just ac.%nired, and
that the civil rights and the political status of the people of those
islands can be fixed by Congress independent of any of the provi-
sions or limitations in the Constitution.

In the first case to which I have referred in my remarks here
to-day—the Canter case, reported in 1 Peters—Daniel Webster
was of counsel in the case. It was a case that arose out of the
sale of cotton by order of a Territorial court in the Territory of
Florida. Mr. Webster, in his argument, went into a full e i-
tion of the relations of the Territories to the Government of the
United St&teaé Tllais, n;ark you, was in 1823, :Imre tﬁ;p seve?t:y
years ago, and only a few years, comparatively speaking, after
our Government had been or dp under the Constitution.
None of the decisions to which 1 have here referred had been ren-
dered, but Mr, Webster, with that marvelous analytical ability
which he possessed, with that knowledge of the Constitution and
its proper construction which he always displayed when discuss-
ing these questions, contended that the Constitution did not ex-
tend over acquired territory; that territory itself was the prop-
erty of the United States, and that Congress was the supreme
power in legislating for such territory.

The treaty of cession by which the United States became pos-
sessed of the Territory of Florida was so worded that the Supreme
Court was not required to gfeciﬁcally and in exact language de-
termine the proposition as Mr. Webster presented it to the court,
but the spirit of that decision was along the line of the argument
presented by Mr. Webster. Later decisions, as I have clearly
shown here to-day, are all in harmony with the position that that
great constitutional lawyer maintained. How comes it, then, that
in the closing days of the nineteenth century, and after more than
a hundred years of constitutional government, we find men ap-
parently learned in the law who take the opposite position, and
who insist that the acquisition of the Philippine Islands under
the treaty of peace with Spain makes them an mtgigml part of the
United States and gives to the inhabitants there all of the rights,
privileges, and immunities of American citizens?

I think I can explain it, Mr. Chairman, These men are resur-
recting a doctrine that ought to have gone down forever in the
smoke and battle of the civil war, This principle, which has been
resurrected for the purpose of creating trouble for this Adminis-
tration and the Republican party, is almp%' a doctrine, clothed in
a new garb, that was invented by John C. Calhoun, a brilliang
intellect, but perverted by disappointed ambition into the nar-
rowest of a State-rights advocate, and the inventor of the nullifi-
cation doctrine of 1832—the principle upon which the people of
the South in 1861 sought to establish a Confederate government,
It is one of the old cries for the extension of slavery, resurrected in
this arena and at this time to frighten the people of this country
in the great emergency which confronts us.

In speaking as I do, Mr. Chairman, of Mr, Calhoun being the
father of this doctrine, and that it was a dogma invented in sup-
rt of slavery, I am following the beaten path that was prepared
or all who came after by the most distingnished Senator Missouri
ever had in the Senate of the United States, namely, Thomas H,
Benton. I crave the indulgence of the House while I read to my
Democratic friends what he said. I read from the second yolume
of Mr. Benton's work, page 712, entitled **Thirty Years’ View:”

The resolutions of 1847 went no further than to attempt to deny the power
of Congress to prohibit slavery in a Territory, and that was enough while

Congress alone was the r to be rded a inst, but it me -
g block, wﬁ Newnflaeﬂm and California were

ﬂmwﬁ d I?a::umb(b jonal hibiti use
acqu and w. no 11} Prol 0Nl WaAS Necessary,

their soil was already free ere the d of 1847 b an impediment
to the territorial extension of slavery, for in denying ertol te upon
the ::E;::t. the denial worked both ways, both the on and

exel
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the was leaped over by boldly nssum:lns t the Constitution went
of itael!—t‘bnt is to say, the slavery part of
In this exigency Mr. Cﬂhmmmaoutmthhmn remed
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instantaneons tion of itself in its sla V%
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very,ualomlinshitnﬁm.mn only be established by local
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I desire to emphasize the fact that in the whole history of our
legislative government no man before Mr. Calhoun, in either
branch o &ngress, had ever asserted that doctrine. You will
markthin, that prior to this time we had acquired the Louisiana
territory, Florida, New Mexico, and California; in fact, we had
extended our territory from the circumscribed Iimits of the thir-
teen original States until we had reached from ocean toocean; we
had acquired an empire in territorial extent, and yet none of the
leaders in either of the great political partlea ever dreamed for a
moment that the Constitution extended itself over it ex proprio

as is contended by our Democratic friends to-day. Fortu-

%y for us in the elucidation of this e(lrnastmn and the proper
construction of the Constitution, Daniel Webster, the great ex-
pounder of that instrument, was living and & member of the Sen-
ate of the United States when Mr, Calhoun gave utterance to that
doctrine which has been so strongly condemned by Mr. Benton.

This was more than twenty years after Mr. Webster had pre-
sented his views to the Supreme Court of the United States in the
case of Insurance Oampan{)vs. Canter (1 Peters). It was after
his life had been enriched by his experience in the courts of his
ref‘n!:Z in the SBenate, and as Secretary of State. Mr. Webster

Mr, Calhoun's position in to whlch I desire to
call the attention of my fellow-members. His exposition is so
lucid and so profound that, in my judgment, it does not leave
anything to be said by others.

Let me say that in this mlaensathmjsnomchth extenﬂinﬁ
the Gonstltnyt..’mn. The Umsﬂtuﬁm is extended over t %&d States an
over nothing else.
States and new
There is & want of accuracy of ideas in this
among eminent gentlemen, and
men. Itseems to ‘be taken for

kable
an Eu e
esaiml 3 dicial ge:nﬂ

B e R e e o St B e o
is
extended by force ust theoanmenﬁon itself overevery new 'I'srritory ﬁn
proposition can not be maintained a How do you arrive at it by an
deduotiun? It.ca.non}ybe at by the loosest of pomf
bhumsmeﬁm. It umﬂthatthjsmwhso,eisethaﬂgﬂitnthnbmm
would be lost. Uhdmbtad’:}y these rights must be conferred by law
omtha can be oyed in a Territory.
hope:!thzo%ne - bwmmngad,mdonumtob&
thehabnuourpnlmdthnmalb y.wouJ.li mﬁla]md p;
mncbqf f:nnchmt Sir, the whol u]&‘z;!ty ﬂm n'ress this
o whole a of on
in that very short pmvﬂcm shall have

naed!nl rulasmd regu.ls @ territories of
ories, for it E quite evident that the

ottheﬁmmtﬂ'utlonlmkedmnnnswaoquisl tions to form new
But as they have been acquired
tories have been regarded as comin
ing rules for terriwriea- We have never had a territor
United States is governed. The o.%x:hturesnﬂ the judi
have always been established by wof Congress. Idonotsay that while
we sit here to make laws for these territories we are not bound by every one
of those great principles which are intended as securities for public liberty.
But they do not u:tst in ‘Ie'larri;torm till introduced Ib{:ho uu{h&ﬂ of
Congress. These es do not proprio vigore apply toone of the
ritarieaol 'LheUnEed tes, because that terri while a territory, does
hmaspurtmdisnﬂ part of the United & ates. * * * Onaidea
1 upon this branch of the subject—the Constitution of the United
Biates extending over the Territories and no other law existing there. Why,
[ beg to know how any government could without any other author
_tgaxlstlns there than such as is created by the Constitution of the United
Btates?! Does the Gmstlrntiou of the Ui States settle titles to hnd?
Does it regulate tha Does it gtx the relations n! parent

mﬂﬁm tab-
Sihios Wrhat the go0 -

t purposes,
lmvmgnuthsmmot laws which is to souiotytodarhatheir
existen enactments. That is the viﬂwotthesh.t-eofth,ng

under the Constitution. And a State or Terri thathumhwlmtm
as it derives from the Constitution of the Btates must be entirel

without any State or Terrltoﬂal gvarnmant. * = * How did we gov-
ern before it was a d the writ of habeas ecorpus
$ !in'Lgnizim during its territorial existence? Or the right to trial by
ell, I suppose the revenue laws are made in pursuance of its provisions;
but, n.ccordlng to the gentleman’s mmlnf. the Constitution extends over
the Territories us the summa law, and no legislation on that subject is nec-
sm tamount to sa; t the moment territory is
ed to the United States all the laws of Btates as well as the
Constitution of the United States become the gnve'rnjn will of men’s con-
duct.and the rlghtso.t property, because they are d to be the law of the
the laws being the supreme law aswell as the Constitution
of the United Bt.nt.ea Bir, this is a conurse of reaso that can not be main-
tzined. The Crownof Enttland often makes mn?u of turrltory Who-
ever heard it contended that the Cemstitation o r the supreme
power of Parliament, because it is the law of the lnnﬂ cxtcmﬂed over the
territory thus acquired until made to doso bya act of Parliament?
The whole history of colonial conquest shows en y the reverse. Until
g'ovmimismade by act of Parliament for a civil government the territory
held as & military acquisition. It issubject to the control of Parlinment,
and Parlinment may make all laws that they may deem praper and neces-
sary to be made for its guvmment but nntil snch gm ision is mado the
territory is not under the dominion of English ¥ upon
the same principle that wn*it.ories coming to ‘belong tothe Umtad States by
ac(imsm.on or cession, as we haye no i]’ us coloniae, remain to be made subject
he operation of our supreme law by an enactment of Congress.

I have referred to the manner in which this doctrine was first
suggested in this country, and I have not onl g shown to yon the
decisions of the Supreme Courf of the United States bearing on
this subject, but the viewsof the most distinguished expounder of
our Constitution since the formation of the Federal Republic. Let
me now call your attention to an able article on this subject from
a historical standpoint written by historian McMaster. It isin
the December number of the Forum, 1898, The article is well
worthy the gemsa.l of every stndent of American institutions and
especially o man desiring to obtain light on the subject
now under consideration. It is written with all the facility of
expression and profound research of that able historian, The
conclusion he reaches i 15 as follows

Amviewo!thahjs Territories thus makes it clear

that foreign assistha iperty of and not part of th

taﬁ States that the 'I‘an'itm‘tgr formed g(nn it are w:lthong, n’fﬂ not lu;3
the Constituti m: and that in providing them with governments

s.tl\ mhhshjuat such kind as it pleases with little or no re-

gard ror t.ha m'mei lea of se

ernment; thatin the past it has set up what-
ever sort was, I m %gt sui s

ted to meet the needs ot t‘he le,

never stoppin bosak ‘Im-t.hegov t o created deri:
wers from the governed, and tha.tit.isundor no oh‘lsga.tlon
g:mtevenanast sn.ﬂmgwsi.ot.heinhxhi ts of any new soil we may
acquire unless they are fit to use it properly.

1f my contention be true, Mr. Chairman, that these islands are
only the of t‘he United States and that the inhabitants
only acgquire s his as we may give t.ham by legidlation, it
follows that we can have separate ¢ and internal-revenue
lawsfor the islands, and navigationlawsapplicable to that coun
and distinct from our own, and, in fact, any legislation that
be for the well-being of the people of those islands and of the peo-
?le of the States. I dissent in toto from the doctrine con’c.enﬂaﬂ

T by some, that our tariff laws and internal-revenue laws must

be the same in these islands as they are in the United States. In
addition to what 1 have already said on this subject, I desire to
call the attention of the House to the case of Fleming vs. Page. (9
Howard, page 603.) Mr. Webster, who was of counsel in that
case, hm argument said:

a difference between the Territories and th parts
the Un!t-ed &tataa Judges were there a; e pgmeed &

appointed for terms of years, which
the Constitution forbade as to other xanaot the eoun Henee the part
of the Constitution whichdirects that tinsmnstbeeqn:fmallthepo of

the United States does not apply to

Mr, Chief Justice Taney, in delivering the opinion for the court
in that case, said:
on of Eha rsvenue laws has been uniformly giren by the ad-

de; f the Government in every case that has come

before it. And tha.s.indud been given in cases where there a to
have been ground for the of shipment as a Hnmestic
after da had been to the United States and the forces

the Treasury Department that M&m—bmiroml’emcombef
act of Congress was passed emcg::d?bin noollactinndmtrictmﬂa?:l;:m

izing the & tment of & collector were li.n."lﬂe to duty. That is, although
Florida had, by cession, au’aully become a part of the United States, and was
in our possession, yet under our revenue laws its g)orts must bo ed as

foreign until they were ed ms domestic ; and it

Jpaars that this decision was sanctioned by the Atl;onmy -General of the
nited States, the law officer of the Govermment.

And although not so directly applicable to the case before us, yet the deci-
sions of the t in relation to Amelia Iaiami and ce
ports of Louisiana, at 'pmvinoe had ed to the United States,
were both made u the same grounds. And in the latter case, after a
custom- J.wm had n -established by law at New Orlenns. the collector at
that place w cted to re;:ard as foreign lmd othu‘.r
settlements stﬂ.l in the :Fessassl of Spain, whethar on thu J!li.
ville, or the seacoast. The Department in'no instance that we nre nwaz-a of.
since the establishment of the Government has ever recognized s place ina
newly acquired country as a domestic port from which the ¢ 3 trade
mi.gh hoearrioﬂ.onu.ulassithad previously made so by act of Con-

Tha ad and ncteﬂ upon by the executive department

ngmment mw Igypth.l;ydadaims in this c]::%rt and

t!m circnit courts whenever the qneat.ion came before ‘We do not pro-

pose to comment upon the different cases cited in the argument. It is suf-
cient to say that there is no discrepancy between them. Amd all of them, so

far as they apply, maintain that under our revenue laws every port is re-
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by act and the officers
the clearance exercise their mncr:fm u.ndermthm-ity and con-
laws of the United States.

The enemies of national expansion have created in their imagi-
nation a bogy man and with him are trying to frighten the
laboring people of this country; they are assuming that the people
of that distant and tropical climate will come to the cold regions
of the North and drive out our laboring men with their cheap
labor. A more groundless argument wasnever urged. Ifisalmost
fantastical when you consider it in its true light. There is not
& Malay in this country to-day, and there will not be one an hun-
dred years fromnow. Why? Because theclimatic conditions are
such that they will prefer to stay in their own country; they will
secure a larger liberty under the administration we shall give
them in their own islands than they have heretofore enjoyed, and
willlre};r;ain there instead of coming here to compete with Ameri-
can labor.

But, as I have stated, the treaty of peace under which we have
acquired this territory leaves it with the Congress of the United
States to provide against any of the contingencies that have been
conjured up by the ingenuity of these Democratic speakers who
are seeking to throw a stumbling-block in the way of this Admin-
istration in the discharge of the responsibilities which it has had
thrust upon it by the fortunes of war. We can provide a system
of government that will be adapted not only to the conditions of
the islands from a climatic standpoint, but adapted to the state
of political development of the le. What is important for us
now is to demonstrate to them and to the world that America is
united in her efforts to maintain peace and order in this territory.
They in time will come to understand, as will all the world, that
the form of government that we establish in these islands will
start the people on an era of progress which has been unknown in
their history.

While this is being done it will be necessary for us, in the inter-
est of humanity and the people themselves, to have a stable form
of government there and an army sufficiently 1 to police the
islands and drive out freebooters, whether under the leadership of
Agninaldo or any other mili or political adventurer, I have
grown tired, Mr. Chairman, in listening to the arguments of gen-
tlemen on the other side of the Chamber when they talk about
“‘jmperialism,” and that an increased Re%'ular Army will stifle
the hiberty of our countrymen. But when I reflect on the history
of my conntry and note the arguments of ill omen that have ever
been addressed to the people when new territory has been ac-
quired, I content myself in the belief that the notes of alarm
sounded by the Democrats will fall on deaf ears, as they did on
the deaf ears of the fathers of our eountry, who believed that the
acquiring of new and additional territory, instead of weakening,
would strengthen the Repnblic and aid it in its manifest destiny
in the elevation of mankind. 'While these arguments of the pes-
simists have ever found ready expression with a certain class of
public men from the time of the acquisition of the Lonisiana ter-
ritory to that of the Hawaiian Islands, it certainly sounds strange
coming from the lips of Democrats.

The patron saint of the Democratic party is Thomas Jefferson,
and yet, Mr. Chairman, he was the greatest territorial * expan-
gionist " this Government hasever known. When the opportunity
was presented to him by the first Bonaparte to acquire that -
nificent empire known as the Lounisiana Provinece, out of whic
have been carved some of the richest and most populous of our
States, did he hesitate? Not a moment! He believed then, as we
know now, that the acquisition of that territory would raise the
American Republic from the condition of a fourth-rate power to
that of a first-class power among the great nations of the world.
In our youth and weakness, with an impoverished Treasury, with
small means for raising revenue, he authorized his commissioners
to pay the French Government the sum of $15,000,000 for this ter-
ritory. Is there a man within the sound of my voice fo-day who
believes that Mr, Jefferson made a mistake in the acquisition of
that territory? Is there a man to-dag:;: the light of our his 5
who believes that the principles of government were -
ened by the acquisition of this new territory, containing as it did
a population who were strangers to our constitutional Govern-
ment and enemies to our free institutions? And yet, Mr. Chair-
man, some of the best minds of that day believed as fully as our
Democratic friends profess to believe to-day that the acquisition
of the Louisiana Territory would work the destruction of the
American ublic.

Let me read to you a few sentences from Fisher Ames, one of
the most distingnished Federalists of New England, one of the
most accomplished men of his time, and one of
and fascinating orators that ever addressed an audience:;

- Now, by adding an nnmeasured area beyond that [the Mississippi] river we
rush like a comet into infinite space. In our wild career, we may jostle some
other world out of its erbit, but we shall, in e event, quench the light of
our own. * * * FHaving bo %iato emperor? The

e? All or only the

o, and what people of the dominant
Btates, the dominant daprg:a‘os'ues in those States, who call themselves

e most brilliant |

it exceeds all my credulity and candor on that head to sn even they can

te: te a republican formas honest, or if applied when
:gn mngljsgﬂ;happ}icahh to the Government of one-third of Gogg earth.

My, Josiah Quiney, of New England, at one time president of
Harvard University, and at another time one of the most distin-
guished men of this body, had this to say in opposition to the
acquisition of the Louisiana Territory:

Under the sanction of this role of conduct, I am compelled to declare
it as my deliberate opinion that if this bill passes the bonds of this Union
are virtually dissolved; that the States which compose it are free from their
moral obligations, and that, as_it will be the right of all, so it will be the
duty of some, to pre definjtely for a separation, amicably if can,
vivlently if they must. * * * DB{D‘!I suppose the people of the Northern
and Atlantic Btates will or ought to look upon with patience and see ET&-
sentatives and Senators e Red Riverand Missonri pouring themselves
upon this and the other floor, managing the concernsof aseaboard 1,500 miles
at least from their residence, and having & preponderancy in_councils into
which constitutionally they cculd never have n admitted? I have no
hesitation on t.h;ls int. ¥ neither will see it nor ought to see it with

content, * * not too eagerly at your purpose. your dafter
ncontrolled sway, trample not down this Constitution. * * * ] haveno
- £ D) is a deathblow to the Con-

concealment of my opinion. The bill, if it
stitution. It may agferwards linger, but,
distant period be consummated.

This language of Fisher Ames and Josiah Quincy is as dole-
ful in character as the prophecies which have been expressed by
gentlemen on the other side of this Chamber in relation to the
Philippine Islands. Mr, Chairman, it is my deliberate opinion
that their statements and their prophecies are as ill-timed and
their forebodings as little likely to prove true as were those of the
opponents of the acquisition of the territory of Louisiana at the
geriod of which I have just spoken. I believe that the United

tates Giovernment is entering upon a new era of greatness, of
expansion, and of glo?ﬁ The Constitution possesses the elasticity
of the fabled tent of the Arab. It was framed and adopted for
the government of the thirteen original States, yet it has expanded
over a continent. The 75,000,000 people who now live within its

gering, its fate will at no very

borders have the same liberty, the same sacred rights, and the
tressured inheritance of free government that were ranteed
by the framers of the Constitution to the people of thirteen

original States.
nder the interpretation that has been given to it by the great
wmrs of our country and the Supreme Court, the Constitution

ill enable us to acqguire this territory in the Orient, and if we are
as wise as those who have ed us, will enable us to give
those people rights of free citizens without infringing in the least
upon &? privilegesand immunitiesof ourown people. Imaintain,
as I have already stated, that a government can be formed in the
Philippine Islands that will be self-supporting through the cus-
toms laws that we shall give them and the internal-revenue laws
that will follow; and instead of having a standing army of Amer-
ican soldiers there, we can follow the wise example of Diaz in
Mexico, who has taken the brigands from the mountains and
made them soldier citizens, and has thereby secured the best police
officers in the world. We can take native inhabitants for what-
ever soldiers may be needed and officer them with men trained in
our Regular Army and thus insure peace and tranquillity in the
islands, this method, Mr. Chairman, the United States Gov-
ernment will place no new burdens upon our pecple. Our acqui-
sition of those islands and our government of them will open &
wider avenue for our trade. The surplus products of our farms
and factories will find a market there and in the far east which
would otherwise remain closed to us were the reactionary doc-
trine advocated by Democratic members of this House and the
Senate to be adopted and followed.

Mr. Chairman, the President of the United States has stcod
forth thro all of the great crises of the war and the problems
that have followed it as one of the greatest statesmen of his time.
He has shown qualities that have not only aroused the admiration
of his political enemies, but that have even surprised his personal
and political friends. From the first notes of war to this blessed
hour every step that he has taken has been so well timed as not
only to represent thmmvaﬂing sentiment of the Republic, but
has been so wisely taken that history will vindicate his every
action. [Applause on the Republican side.] Men may stand on
this floor and denounce him, but when the grave of oblivion shall
have closed over them his name will be Trecorded in the brightest
pages in the history of our Republic. It falls to the lot of those
who hold exalted positions to have detractors. He is only expe-
riencing what was meted out to the sainted Lincoln during hi
Administration from the venomous lips of the political enemies of
his party and policy.

tory almost repeats itself in many of the expressions that
have been indulgedin bg gentlemen on this floor in their discussion
of the questions now under consideration. For the benefit of those
men who to-day are denouncing President McKinley and insisting
that his attitunde is indefemsible, I wish to call their attention to
some of the ressions that their Democratic rs nsed
during the dark and sftormy period of the civil war. Senator
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Polk, on the 10th of July, 1861, in the Senate of the United States,
said, in ing war measures:

That war has been brought on by the President of the United States of his
own motion and of his own wrong; and under what circumstances?

Mr. Vallandigham, on the same day, in the House, said:

1 will not now venture to assert what may yet some day be made to ap-
pear, that the subsequent acts of the Admin tion and its enormous and
persistent infractions of the Constitution, its high-handed us tions of
power, formed any part of a deliberate cuns'gimcy to overthrow present

'orm of Federal ublican government and to establish a strong central-
ized government in its stead.

Senator Breckinridge, in the Senate, said:

Then, Mr. President, the Executive of the United States has assumed

tive powers. The Executive of the United States has assumed ju-

cial powers. The executive power belongs to him by the Constitution. He

has, therefore, concentrated in his own hands executive, legislative, and ju-

dicial ;powars. which in every %the world has been the very definition of
despo’ Y.

ism, and exercises them

Mr. Burnett, in the House, on July 16, 1861, said:

Isay the Republican party will be held responsible for the unha con-
d.ition,ot our country top-dna:y Isay, in my place here now, that the only dis-
unionists per se this country has ever been cursed with are the leaders of the
Republican party.

Again, on July 24, 1861, he said: ;

You are wriuntg. by indorsing and ratifying the illegal acts of this Admin-
istration, one of the saddest, blackest pages in the history of this country.

Mr, Voorhees, of Indiana, on February 20, 1862, said:

A stupendous fraud has been practiced on the nation, and the Army of
the United States has been obtained by fraud.

On May 21,1862, Mr. Voorhees said:

Is this the of republican simplicity, or are we tmnfm‘led to the da;
of rmndulenmnrper%. to the unhl;]iov'i;ryed scenes of the an Cesars? e

Senator Davis, on February 16, 1864, said:

EBut in our free and limited government of a written constitution, Presi-
dent Lincoln and his party, in ntter of its limitations and restric-

tions, are making for him the same boundless and despotic powers * * *
the Plantagenets and Tudors and first Stuarts contended for in Eng-

which
land.
I read these extracts from mechaa made by Democrats of a
former generation to show to Republicans of this House that
in pursning the policy that has been outlined by our party and in
sustaining the Administration we are subjecting ourselves to no
fiercer criticisms than those hurled against the first President the
Republican party gave to this country. We have nothing to fear
from these base and groundless charges. Our duty, in my judg-
ment, is clear, and that is, to fearlessly and conscientiously pro-
vide for the great emar%ency that has been placed upon us by this
war with Spain. [Applauseonthe Republican side.| Let usdis-
charge our duty with a firmnessand intrepidity that characterized
the action of our fathers when the dark cloud of civil war over-
hung our national horizon, and the people of to-day will as surely
approve our conductas did the peopleof a generation ago approve
tl?e conduct of President Lincoln and his advisers when they were
exercising every power of the Constitution for the maintenance of
the Union and Ehe integrity of our Federal Republic. [Prolonged
applause. :
¢ % S“}ANSON. Mr, Chairman, the President, in his annual
message to Congress, told us that it was ‘‘ our plain duty to abol-
ish all customs tariff between the United States and Puerto Rico,
and to give to her products free access to our markets.” He forci-
bly pointed out the reasons that made this duty imperative.
Following this, Mr, PAYNE, the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means and the leader of the Republican majority of
this House, introduced a bill carrying out the recommendations
of the President. At that time there was practical unanimity in
both the Democratic and the Republican party that the reciprocal
benefits of free trade should exist between Puerto Rico and this
country. But in the last few weeks the entire policy of the Re-
publican party in dealing with this matter has been reversed.
The * plam duty” so pointedly presented by the President has
ceased to exist, and a different idea of justice, of right, and of wis-
dom seems now to him and his partg )
Mr. POWERS. @ﬂl the gentleman yield for a question?
Mr. SWANSON, I will. Ny
Mr. POWERS. I understand the gentleman to intimate that
the President had chan his attitude, .
Mr. SWANSON. Isimplysaythatthoseinauthority havemade
the statement that he has changed it. I hope he has not. X
Mr. POWERS. Has any authorized statement come from him?
Mr. SWANSON. 1 have seen none emanating from him.
There has been no change in the conditions of Puerto Rico or of
| this conntry to produce this change in the President’s mind or in
Ithat of his party. The unfortu.nate;g:ople of that island are still
immersed in poverty and in wretchedness and still have denied to
them the markets of the world for the sale of their products.
Every reason assigned in the President's message for free trade
with Puerto Rico exists with redoubled force to-day. If at that
time it was ‘ our plain duty” to extend them free trade, it is
doubly so to-day. s - :
‘Why, then, sirs, this sudden change of policy in dealing with

Puerto Rico? Why is our acknowledged * glain duty "now aban- |
doned and this oppressive bill sought to be forced upon a helpless
people? Isit a patriotic or is it a political condition that has
wrought this wonderful change?

There is not an intelligent or a candid mind in this conntry that |
does not know that this change has been induced by the political
necessities of the coming Presidential election.

We are told by the inspired and the well informed that this
measure is not intended to be permanent and that in the not far
distant future free trade with Puerto Rico will be established,

‘We are told that this bill is intended as a precedent to establish
the doctrine that Congress has the power to create different cus-
tom futws in our new possessions from those existing in this
country.

‘We were told by those representing the sugar and the tobacco
interests, when they appeared before the Committee on Ways and
Means, that they insisted upon the custom duties on the products
of Puerto Rico not because any serious evils could accrue to this
country through any importations from there, but becanse the
are afraid that unless duties are imposed upon Puerto Rican proé?:
ucts, it will be used as a precedent for granﬁng free trade with
the Philippine Islands, which they greatly fear.

‘We are told by Republican politicians and news%atpers that un-
less these custom duties are imﬁosed upon Puerto Rico, it will be
argued during the Presidential campaign with force and effect
that the same policy will be pursued with the Philippine Islands,
and that this might result in the loss of a great many votes to the
Republican party.

hus, Mr. Chairman, it is evident that this bill has its inspira-
tion not in justice, not in right, but in selfishness and in petty par-
tisan 1:.olliticss.d oW

A “plain duty” is to be a on or a supposed par
advantage. One million of unfortunate people whom the fa?ta 3 \
war has placed completely at our mercy are to be sacrificed and
denied justice and right ause it is thought by some that the
exigencies of the Republican party require it.

. Chairman, when this bill passes it will be the first chapter
in the legislative history of our new possessions, and be it saig to
the disgrace of the Republican party that that chapter was writ-
ten in wron&oand in injustice for the purpose of carrying a Presi-
dential election,

If we are to extend our ons and inaugurate a colonial
system, wisdom dictates that it should begin in justice, liberality,
and equality. Butif our colonial policy must be dominated by
partisan party politics, as this bill indicates, it can but commence
in dis(fraea and terminate in disaster.

And we are told, again, that the bill must be passed to establish
a certain principle.

What is that principle so dear that this bill must pass to vindi-
cate? Is it proposed to establish the doctrine that Congress has
unlimited power of legislation for the new Pcsaessiona, unre-
strained by any of the provisions of the Federal Constitution, and
that it can entirely disregard the provision of the Constitution re-
quiring uniformity of custom duties thronghout the United States,
and that it can establish any rate of duty it sees fit between the
States and the territories or possessions?

In short, the doctrine claimed is that the inhabitants of Puerto
Rico and of the Phi]jl);f)ine Islands are slaves of the imperial will
of Congress, and in life, in liberty, and in property are entirely
subject to its decrees.

This is the Ij}frnicious doctrine proposed and sought to be estab-
lished bi the Republican party.

Mr. Chairman, this is no new doctrine in American history.
This Republic owes its birth to the effort on the part of the Brit-
ish Parliament to establish ]E:iacisel the same principle.

The principles here maintained by the opposition are in every
respect similar to those contended for af the time of the American
Reyolution by George III. The issues are the same., Thereasons |
given are the same. !

At that time it was claimed that the British Parliament wasab- |
solute govereign in America; that Parliament had a right to im-

ose any tax it wished in America; that it conld regulate the con-
gitiona upon which American goods should enter the British
markets, and also the conditions upon which British goods should
enter the American markets.

It was contended that the British constitution, with its safe-
gunards and its inestimable privﬂaqee, did nof extend to America;
};_hat thz Americans were but absolute subjects of the British Par-

iamen

To carry into effect these pernicious principles, the British Par-
liament passed the infamous stamp act. The speeches in Parlia-
ment in advocacy of that measure bear a striking resemblance to
those delivered by the opposition in behalf of this bill.

rd Grenyille, in that debate, said that the purpose of the
stamp act was ‘‘to establish the undoubted aunthority of the Brit-
ish legislation in all cases whatsoever.” >

The advocates of this bill claim that its purpose is to establish
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in our possessions the undoubted authority of the American Con-
gress in all cases whatsoever. y
\ But the similarity does not cease here. To make the iniquitous
'stamp act tolerable to the Americans, it provided that the revenne
/derived from it shonld not be remitted to England, but should be
'retained and expended in America.

So this bill provides that the sum collected under it shall be ex-
pended in Puerto Rico. Hence the Puerto Ricans are told, as
were our forefathers, that this makes the bill eminently just and
wise.

The person who drew this bill must have had before him the in-
famous stamp act and must have used it as a prototype for this

| iniquitous measure.

e able gentlemen who have argued in favor of this measure
and of the power of Congress must have had their minds illumined
and their views strengthened by reading the eches of Lord
Grenville, of Lord North, and of Charles Townshend in speaking
ip ad\rcu:aa.ct y of the stamp act and of the power of the British Par-
‘liament.

Mr, Chairman, in contradistinction to these pernicious British
contentions, ourforefathers maintained that taxationand represen-
tation went hand in hand; that all government derived its just
g)wars from the consent of the governed, and that they were
ﬁritish subjects, entitled to all the benefits of the British constitu-

on.

The two great leadersin this contention were George III on the
one side and George Washington on the other.

It was thought that at least in America the fight was forever
and finally settled in favor of (George Washington and of his in-
estimable principles, but it seems t those who believe in the
principles of George III are to-day in aunthority and in power in
the United States. Hisiniguitous doctrines, his pernicious princi-
plesof parliamentary despotism, reappear in the American Congress
to-day in this bill, which is sanctioned and supported by the Re-
Eublican party. When the roll is called upon this bill every

epresentative must answer whether he is a follower of George
11I or of George Washington. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the injustice of this bill is equal to that sought
to be inflicted by the British upon the Americans at the time of
the Revolution. This bill fixes the terms upon which the goods
and products of Puerto Rico can be offered for sale in the markets
of this country and also the terms upon which the &eople of
Puerto Rico must purchase our goods. Thus we claim the power
of controlling their sales to us and also their purchases from us,
This is a dangerous power which no nation should over
another and one which will always be abused for the enrichment
of the nation sed of the power.
striking instance of how such power will invariably be used.

Now, tobaccoisone of the chief products of Puerto Rico, While
Puerto Rico was a Spanish possession the markets of Cuba and of
Spain were open to her and consumed the entire productof Puerto
Rican tobacco, Sinceher annexation to this countrythe markets
of Cuba and of Spain have been closed to her products, and now
Puerto Rico can look to this country alone for a market for her
4,000,000 pounds of tobacco. This tobacco is used entirely in the
making of a good grade of cigars. By thisbill a duty of 8% cents
will be imposed upon each pound of her tobacco that is brought
here in a raw or unmanufactured state. Under this bill,if this
same tobacco is manufactured into cigars, cheroots, or cigarettes
in Puerto Rico and imported into this country, it will becompelled
to pay in customs duties and internal-revenue taxes §$3.13 per
pound. Thus by this bill thirty-five times more is charged in cus-
toms duties and taxes on cigars than on the raw leaf. Thus the
bill, if it gives any Erotectn‘cn, gives scarcely any to the farmers
and producers of tobacco in this country, but extends it all to the
ciﬁr manufacturers.
¥ ;‘ LACEY. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a ques-

ion

Mr. SWANSON. Yes.

Mr. LACEY. Is not that simply the internal-revenue tax?

Mr. SWANSON, No; I will explain that to you.

Mr. LACEY. Ishould like to have the gentleman lain it.

Mr. SWANSON. They charge 25 per cent under the Dingley
bill as a customs duty, and the bill provides in addition to that
that they shall pay the internal-revenue tax as a customs duty,
and then it has to pay the internal-revenue tax as an internal-
revendua tax when it comes into this country, making $3.18 per

nnd.

Mr. LACEY. I donotunderstand it in that way.

Mr. SWANSON, The purpose of this is plain and evident.
The clear intention of the bill is to force all of the leaf tobacco
raised in Puerto Rico to be imported into this country and to be
here manufactured into cigars. Its purposeis to close every cigar,
cheroot, and cigarette factory in Puerto Rico and to transfer them
to this country. The sinister motive behind this bill is to disconr-
age and to destroy any manufacturing developments in thatisland.
It intends to confine the 1,000,000 people in that unhappy island

This bill itself furnishes a |

to rsifam raw materials to be imported here for the purposes of
manufac <

Mr, Chairman, this is an outrage. It is precisely the same in-
iquitous policy that Britain sought to inflict upon the American
colonies when we rebelled and refused to submit,

In Puerto Rico there are about 300 people to every square mile,
and the island will be powerless to support ifs vast population
unless permitted to embark in manufacturing enterprises. The
gllear purpose of this bill and of the Republican party is to pro-

ibit this.

While this bill will require the payment of $3.13 for every pound
of their cigars seeking our markets, yet it opens their markets to
our cigsr makers on the payment of only $1.13 per pound. This
is such an inequality that it should shock every person’s sense of
justice and right. The shame becomes deeper when we reflect
that the act is directed against a helpless people who can only pro-
test, but must submit.

‘We are told by the eloquent advocates of the new imperialistic
policy that we hold ““a t.rtlsteewshi]:}i:l under God” to care for, de-
velop, and direct the destiny of these people. 'What a splendid
illnstration is here given of the discharge of this high trust. At
the very first opportunity the so-called ** divinely appointed trus-
tees” despoil the dependent wards. [A plmma.j

Sir, this Government interfered in Cuba and in Puerto Rico
because Spanish injustice and despotism had become intolerable.
So, if I mistake not, the American people consented to shed the
precious blood of their sons and to spend vast treasures to relieve
an oppressed people, and not to become heirs of the vicious Span-
ish system.

‘What has been the conduct of our Government toward the in-
habitants of Puerto Rico? We found there a peaceful community
and comparatively a prospfroua people. They possessed in Cuba
and in Spain ample markets at which to sell, at a remunerative
price, their three chief products—coffee, sugar, and tobacco. They
enjoyed a large share oglocal self-government and had representa-
tives in the Spanish Cortes.

To-day all the markets of the world are closed to them and they
are deprived of all the opportunities by treaty or otherwise of
securing them. Their products can find no sale. To-day discon-
tent and depression everywhere pervades the island. Debts aggre-
gating more than $50,000,000 burden these people, All industries
are destroyed; all business paralyzed. Thousands of people are
in the depthsof starvation, and all are on the verge of bankruptcy.
For nearly two years we have deprived this people of all civil goy-
:Imment and held them by the stern iron hand of military rule

one, -

Amid all these privations there was one hope that illumined the
darkness and gave these people patience. Theg;feit that they were
a part and parcel of this great Republic and that they would soon
receive its blessings and benefits. They relied implicitly upon be-
inﬁ treated with justice and liberality. 'With the passage of this
bill must come disappointment, bitter and deep. By this bill, in
their trade and commerce, they are treated as foreign territory
and not as a part of the Union. By it they are made not citizens
of arepublic but creatures of a Congressional despotism. By it
they perceive that, being deprived of uniformity in taxation and
customs duties with the rest of the Union, all of their earnings and
products will be subject to the depredations of any selfish interest
that may have political pull sufficient to influence Congress.

Behold what a contrast is presented between the proposed treate
ment of Hawaii and that of Puerto Rico. There 1s scarcely any
objection from any source to extending free trade to Hawaii. In
other words, the 300,000 tons of sugar produced in Hawaii by
Spreckles, the sugar king, with his eong'act laborers or slaves,
shall have free and open sale in our markets yet the 60,000 tons
of sugar produced in Puerto Rico by thousands of small farmers
and laborers can be sold in our markets only by the payment of
heavy duties,

What causes this great difference? Certainly it can not be in-
spired by any principle of protection, for there is greater danger
to the sugar interests of this country from the 300,000 tons of
Hawaii than from the 60,000 tons of Puerto Rico.

No, Mr. Chairman, be it said to the shame of the Republican
party, the difference arises from the fact that the sugar interest
of Hawaii is owned by a few millionaires, whose voice 18 potential
in the councils of the Republican party, while that of Puerto Rico
is owned by thousands of poor, dependent persons without political
influence. [A;éplamw.] This favoritism must produce great dis-
satisfaction and discontent in Puerto Rico, and justly so. Bat,
say the opposition, the inhabitants of Puerto Ricoshould acquiesee.
‘Why, say they,are we not their imperial masters? Have we not,
in exercise of our despotic power, the right to give to some and to
withhold from others? As divine sovereigns, say they, have we
not the rz;f'ht to select favorites and to shower them with all the
favor and benefits and at the same time make others feel the
crushing hand of our power?

This is imperialism. Thisis the new mission and the aspiration
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of the B;E:nhlican . Birs, those who.are behind this bill and
who imagine that they can indunce the American e to adopt
this policy by the opportunities afforded to despoil the people of

Our New ons, do not read aright the American character
and are forgetful of the glorious traditions of our history.

Mr, Chairman, the peo&:le of this great Republic are a broad-
minded, generons-hearted people, with an acute sense of justice
and of right. They will visit with severe condemnation any
party or set-of men who wantonly oppress a helpless people.

They embarked {;1 th?i Spa?tiﬁh ;var tg beca;nedtha laze?pt%;] of
an oppressed people and not the despoilers of a nden e.
Tluﬂ.'jgI clin m filial affection to their Feder:lfa itution,
which 'witg its broad justice insures to all parts of this great Re-
}m‘b‘!ic uniformity and eguality of burdens, uniformity and equal-

ty of benefits. [Applause.]

But, Mr. Chairman, it is said that this bill is intended more to
establish a precedent to control us in our future dealingswiththe
Philippine ds than anything else.

This being frue, it is eminently wise that this bill shounld be pro-
mulgated there among the insurgents asa measure of pacification.
I have no doubt that the sweet justice of this bill would make a
profound ion upon Aguinaldo and his followers, and that
it would give them a higher conception of the noble purposes of
the American le toward them. Nodoubt all resistance there
would cease wggg%hﬁy are told that they are chattels of the Amer-
jcan Congress, subject in life, in liberty, and in property to its
imperial will; that they are possessed with none of the safeguards
of the Constitution with which all ofher citizens are endowed.
No doubt the few friends we now have in the Philippine Islands
will have their affections further cemented when they are in-
formed that the American Congresswill fixthe terms upon which
their products are sold here, and also the terms upon which they
must purchase ours. I have mo doubf that there will be an im-
mense acclaim in those islands for America when it is nunderstood
that the justice and eguality administered nnder this bill fo Puerto
?elico is mild in comparison with what they may expect for them-

Ves. z

Mr. Chairman, in all serionsness, to at this time push a bill of
this kind and character is the supreme of folly.

We are endeavoring to overthrow an insurrection in the Philip-

ine Islands. We are secking to make friends there to our cause
Ey profuse promises of justice and of fair dealing, With these
mises on our lips, we deal with our strong arm a grievous
wrong to a helpless and an unoffending people in Pnerto Rico, a
people who during the late Spanish war received us with open
arms and to whom we promised all the benefits and blessings of
our institntions.

This bill, My, Chairman, will do more to fire anew the smonl-

dering flames of insurrection in the

ippine Islands than any-
thing else that has happened since we ut foot upon her soil.
How can we expect a people to yield w they are told that

they will be of nomne of pri of our Constitu-

tion, none of the gnaranties of our Bill of Rights, none of the bene-

fits of our institutions, but that they are slaves of our imperial

iﬁﬂ and must bear such burdens as our selfishness or capricesmay
pose?

Myr. Chairman, the Republican party has been responsible for
many itical heresies; it has promulgated many pernicious
principles; but nothing in its past history can transcend in dan-
gerous i its new doctrine of ** government withont the Con-
stitution.

The Republican party is tired of the Federal Constitution, and
desires to exploif our new possessions without its restraints.
Hence this party stands to-day committed to the doctrine that the
Federal Constitution applies only to the States of the Union,and
not to its Territories or other possessions,

1t contends that section 8, Article IV of the Constitution, pro-
viding that *‘ Congress shall have power to dispose of and make
all needful re, tions respecting the territory and other property
belonging to the United States,” gives Congress nnrestricted power
of legislation for the Territories. Bnf this contention can not be
maintained. The Supreme Court has repeatedly held that while
the power of Congress to legislate for the Territories is full and
plenary, it must be subject to the guaranfies, restraints, and
provisions of the Federal Constitution.

Chief Justice Taney, in the Dred Scott case, says:

The Territory being a part of the United Btates, the Governmentand the
citizen both emter it nnder the anthority of the Constitution with their re-
sgpective rights defined ‘l?i:d marked out; a;ﬁ the Faimh-al“(ﬁ::gmrg‘?: ca:%
exercise no power over his person or pro beyond w’ instrumen
confers nur{fwtnuy deny any right £mcplf it Teserved.

Chief Justice Waite, in National Bank »s, Yankton (101 U. 8.,
182), in discussing the power of Congress over , BAYE:

But is supreme, and for the puggaa of this department of its
gom::megg‘tal nh!:‘:.s ¥ hasall the 'p?veir of J:lopl&o! the .igntil:d Bta
exce B ME‘.I]. msl or plju m u]]_“ﬂ.
ﬁmpot the agmmtuﬁm. -t e Ly
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In Reynolds vs, United States (98 U. 8., 162) the court said:

Congress can not pass alaw for the government of ‘the Territories which
shrll ﬁ)mhlb‘lt the free exarcise of rell.ggg:. "The first amendment to the Con-
stitution expressly forbids such legislation.

In'Sprin e vs, 'Thomas 5186 U. B., 707), a case from the Ter-
ritory of Utah, the court said:

In ouropinion the seventh amendment secnred unanimity in finding a ver-
dict as an essential feature of trial by jury in common-law cases. 8 act
of Congress could not impart the power to change the constitutional ruleand
could mot be treated as attempting to do so.

In Thompson vs. Utah (170 U, 8., 846) Justice Harlan says:

That the provisions of the Constitution of the United States relating to
the right of trial by juryin suits at common law apply to the Territories of
the United Btatesis no longer an open question.

In Murphy »s. Ramsey (114 U. 8., 15) the court says:

. The people of the United States as sovereign ownersof the National Ter-
ritories have supreme power over them and their inhabitants. In the exer-
cise of this sovereign dominion they are represented by the Government of
the United States, to whom all the powers of government over that subject
have been delegated, subject only to such restrictions as are expressed in the
Constitution or are necessarily implied in its terms.

If there were further doubt that the Constitution of the United
States extends ta all territory subject to the authority of the
United States, it wonld be removed by the case of Callan vs. Wil-
son. (127U.8.,550.) Congress had passed an act permitting jus-
tices in the District of Columbia to inflict punishment in certain
cases withont providing for jury trial, as guaranteed in the Fed-
eral Constitution. It was insisted Callan that the act was
void, being repugnant to the Federal Constitution. It was in-
sisted by the Attorney-General that Congress had unlimited power
over the District, and that the provisions of the Federal Consti-
tution could not restrain it, since section 8, Article I of the Con-
stifution, in enumerating the powers of Congress, provided—

To exercise exclusivelegislation over such District (not exceeding 10 miles
square) as may, by cession of particular States and the aceaptance of Con-
gress, become the seat-of the Goveymmnent of the United States.

Yet 'the court held that Congress did not have power to legis-
late for the District, unrestrained by the Federal Constitution,
but that the Constitution extended over the District, and that the
act of Congress in permitting the infliction of punishment with-
out jury trial was contrary to the sixth amendment, hence void.

The doctrine that the Constitution extends to the Territories is
further settled by decisions npon section 8, Article I of the Con-
stitution, which provides:

But all duties, imposts, and excises shall be uniform throughout the
United States.

The meaning of this provision and the extent of its a
have been fully determined by the Supreme Court of the United
States. ief Justice Marshall, in Longhborough vs. Blake (5
‘Wheat., 217),1n rendering the opinion of the court upon the ques-
tion, says:

The eighth section of the first article gives Congress the power to lay and
collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises for the purposes thereinafter men-

ioned. Thisgrantisgeneral withoutlimitationastoplace. Itconsequently
extends toall places over which the Government extends. If this eould be
doubted, the doubt is removed Eﬁtho subsequent words, which modify the

t. 'These woris are,*'but duties, imposts, and excises shall be uni-
orm throughout the United States.”

It will not be contended that the modification of the power extends to
places to which the power itself does not extend. The power, then, tolayand
collect duties, lmgoats. and excises may be exercised, and must be exercised,

nited Btates. Does the term desi the whole oran
particular portion of the American empire? Derhmig this question can n.£
mit of butone answer. Ifis. to our great Republic, which is
composed of Btates and Territories. Distriet of Cal or the terri-
tnl_‘g west of the Missonriis not less within the United Btates than Maryland
or Pennsylvania, and itianot lessne on the principles of our Consti-
tution that unifor in the imposition of imposts, duties, and excises
should be observed in the one than in the other.

The case of Cross, etc., vs. Harrison (16 Howard, 164) isiguslly
as decisive in determining that in our new possessions the im-
posts, duties, and excises collected there must be uniform with
those in the States, The facts in that case are as follows: The
treaty of peace was made between the United States and Mexico
on the 3d of February, 1848, By that treaty California was ceded
to the United States. .As soon as this was done the Government
anthorities at Washington directed their subordinates in Califor-
nia fo at once collect the customs duties there on goods from for-
eign countries, as provided by the laws of the United States.

Congress did not the act extending the custom laws of the
United States to California and designating therein a port of en-
try until the 3d of March, 1840, Between the 8d of February,
1848, and the 3d of March, 1849, Cross brought to the port at San
Francisco goods upon which Harrison, the Government subordi- -
nate, demanded payment of duties under the laws of the United
States. Crosspaid under protest and afterwards brought suit to
recover the amount paid. His contention was that the custom
laws of the United States did not extend to California until the
act of Congress extending them was passed; hence the amonnt
was illegally collected, having been paid before the act was passed.
The courts held that the custom laws extended to California as
soon as it was ceded, and therefore the amount was properly col-

lication
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In delivering the opinion in this case Justice Wayne says:

jt must be clear that no such right exists, and that there was nothing in the
condition of California to exempt importers of into it from the

Iomiqn
were chargeable in the other of the
ﬁxiggngg:%a o ﬁung.:’: the rat-iﬂmt\iong?f the treaty mad?(l;‘ﬁtm
B o o tho antacwhiich wone in faros 2 regulste fureign;

h the United States after thoss had ceased which had been
its regulation as a belligerent right.

Mr, Chairman, the overwhelming weight of anthorities and of
decisions of our Supreme Court maintain the ition that all
territory belonging to the United States is held under and subject
to the itution; that Congress has not despotic power in
islating there, but that it must be controlled by the constitutional
R L s i e

8 egal in 8 is d y wises
interpretation. If the doctrine of the opposition prevails, there
can be no enlargement of our territory except by force of arms.
No nation will willingly consent to unite her destiny with ours
when they clearly understand that they are of none of
the privileges and immunities of our Constitution, but are mere
chattels, subject to the despotic will of Congress. Hence, if this
doctrine prevuils, there can be noexpansion of this country except
by conguest, All additions to it will consist of unwilling subjects,
held by military power, which will be a source of loss and of
weakness, and not of profit or ah'an%)h(];.

If our contentions prevail, it will be understood that wherever
the American flag waves, wherever American power or jurisdi
tion prevails, there goes with it the Federal Constitution, with i
justice, equality, and fion of life, liberty, and property.
Then many nations will be anxious and willing fo unite their des-
tiny with ours. Thus our doctrine will mean expansion like that
of Texas, like that of Louisiana and of others, where brave and
high-spirited people wounld be glad to share with ms the blessings
of our institutions.

Besides, I for one am unwilling to make a and parcel of
this country of any people to whom the Federal Constitution
would be a curse instead of a blessing. I am unwilling to clothe
the executive power of this country with all the vast powers with
which it wonld have to be vested in order to govern our new pos-
sessions without having that power 1 i by the just restric-
tions of the Federal Constitution. That Constitution can work
no evil anywhere to those whose intentions are good and whose
pt%)aaea are right. . i iy '

hether in Puerto Rico or in the Philippine Islands, with that
Constitution overshadowing and grot.ecﬁng the
assurances that there will be no abuse of power and that the in
habitants of these islands will have guaranteed to them the bless-
ings of free and liberal institutions.

he Constitution is a hindrance only to those who seek to despoil
their people and who would make slaves of them for their selfish
0ses.

. Chairman, no empire can endure long which is composed
of subdivisions of which some are rulers and the others ruled.
In such an empire there is ceaseless discontent, ceaseless turmoil,
ceaseless jealousies, which in the couse of time uce civil war,
insurrection, and finally disintegration. This condition has been
the chief cause of the downfall of all of the great empires of the

world.
people we will have no expansion except that

commerce
ted for

If we are a wise
which is solid and natural, that which is composed of a homo-
g'emdeo‘nnpaop]e,orntleast of a people who can ultimately be
made so.

If we will take the broad and sensible ground that our Consti-
tution covers all the territory belonging to us and that Congress
in legislating for our territory has full and plenary powers, but
that these powers must be exercised under the Constitution, then
we will adopt a system which in the long ron will and must pro-
duce a united, solid, and homogeneous nation without bickering,
without jealousy, and without discontent.

I view with profound apprehension this new doctrine which
proposes to malke a vast distinction in the rights, in the privil 2
and in the immunities between the citizens of the States and of
the Territories.

It makes the States that constitute the Republic the head of an
empire, which empire is subject entirely to the despotic will of
the States. Special interests in these States will be desirous of
enriching themselves at the expense of the empire, and political

es will bid for the support of these special interests in the
tes by offering greater opportunities to despoil the people of
the Territories.

The very bill before ms ghows how the cigar-manufacturing
interest of this couniry has been sufficiently potential with the
Republican party to induce it to force this iniguitous bill mpon
Puerto Rico.

In the course of time there will happen in this country the same

- in the Federal Constitution a safe gnaranty of justice, of equality,

people, we have | aga’

that happenéd fo Rome, where the votes of citizens were obtained

be | by allowingdepredations upon the unhappy people of the ontlying

provinces.

‘When we adopt this system—this new proposed system—we are
simply returning to the old colonial system of Rome, of § of
Por and of other nations, that has been discarded and proved
it St Aty Setaont etenition. of Thie Pilitinete:

am opposed to any permanent re on 8 ppine Is-
lands. 1 believethat our wisest policyis to leave them as quickly
as we can with honor and with safety. But if we are to remain
there permanently, I believe the wisest course to pursue is to let
the people of those islands understand that they are American
citizens, and as such are entitled to all of our privileges, im-
munities, and blessings. Let them understand that they have

and of protection of life, liberty, and property, which no power
of Congress and no power of the Executive can alienate or destroy.

It is only by such a course and by a liberal, just, and aqnita%{e
government that we can ever expect them to be reconciled or to
transform them into friends instead of our enemies.

Mr, Chairman, to my mind this is one of the most dangerons
bills that have ever been offered in Congress since the formation of
our Government.
1t will end the history of the Republic and open the history of
the empire.

It dethrones the Gloddess of Liberty and elevates the demon of
power.

1t destroys constitutional government and creates a Congres-

It is but the forerunner of countless other bills to follow in or-
der to inaugurate the new i inlistic régime.

It is antagonistic to all the traditions of our conntry, to all the
principles of our Government, and will, I believe, be the com-
mencement of much disgrace and of much disaster. [Applause,

And then, on motion of Mr. PAYNE, the committee rcse; an
the Speaker having resumed the chair, Mr. HuLL, chairman of
the Committee of the Whale House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that committes had had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 8245) to regulate the trade of Puerto Rico, and for other
purposes, and had come to no resolution thereon,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

Mr. BAKER, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re;
that they had examined and found truly enrolled a bill of the fol-
lowing title; when the Speaker gigned the same:

H. R. 5493. An act for the relief of claimants having suits
inst the United States pending in the circuit and district courts
of the United States affected by the act of June 27, 1808, amend-
ing the act of March 3, 1887.

LEAVE TO WITHDRAW PAPERS.

By unanimous consent, at the request of Mr. LACEY, leave was
granted to withdraw from the files of the House, without leavin
copies, the papers in the case of Mahala A. Dahliman, Fifty-fifi
Congress, no adverse report having been made thereon.

By unanimous consent, at the request of Mr. PEArCE of Mis-
souri, leave was granted to withdraw from the files of the House,
without leaving copies, the papers in the case of John Dinsbeer, -
Fifty-fifth Congress, no adverse report having been made thereon.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows:
fr'l‘o tl;e g;ynxxn, for one day, on account of necessary absence

om i

To Mr, Bavry, for three days, on account of illness,

To Mr. ForDXEY, for one week, on account of important busi-

ness.
To Mr. ATWATER, for three days, on account of sickness.
CONSIDERATION OF NICARAGUA CANAL BILL,

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the 6th day of next month be set apart for the consideration of
the bill H. R. 2538.

Mr. BROSIUS. What is that bill?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HEPBURN
asks unanimons consent that March 6 be set apart for the consid-
eration of the bill H, R. 2538, being the Nicaragua Canal bill.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to object to that,
but I want to make this suggestion. I am for the Nicaragna
bill, but my colleagues seem to have some views on that, and ow-
ing to the absence of many members from the House I wish to
suggest that it seems to me the request ought to be submitted
when there is a full attendance. I make that not in the way of
an objection, but an appeal to my colleague.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection? y

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, unless there is an understanding
between the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HepeURN] and the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], chairman of the Committee
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g:%ppropriaﬁom, in regard to this bill, I shall have to object
1T.

Mr. HEPBURN. Take your own responsibility.

Mr. RICHARDSON. e shonld like to hear what gentlemen
are saying. Itisim ble to hear over here.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from New York object?

Mr. PAYNE. Ido.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made.

And then, on motion of Mr. PAYNE (at 4 o’clock and 58 min-
utes p. m.), the House adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTV, the following executive commu-

?iﬁaﬁons were taken from the Speaker’'s table and referred as
ollows:

Aletter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
a cgg{ of a communication from the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia su‘bmitt[nﬁ a supplemental estimate of appropriation
for service of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1901—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
a copy of a communication from the Secretary of 31'@ Smithsonian
Institution submitting a request for transfer of an appropriation
for certain expenses for the gear 1809—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
a copy of a communication from the Secretary of War submitting
an estimate of appropriation for construction of barracks at proy-
ing ground, Sandy Hook—to the Committee on Appropriations,
and ordered to be printed. 3

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XTI, bills and resolutions of the follow-
ing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered to
the Clerk, and referred fo the several Calendars therein named,
as follows:

Mr. GAMBLE, from the Committee on Mines and Mining, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7725) to establish
mining experiment stations to aid in the development of the min-
eral resources of the United States, and for other purposes, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 381);
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. RANSDELL, from the Committee on the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.

767) to grant an American register to the steamer Windward,
rel})orted the same without amendment, accompanied by a report
E,alo' 2&82); which =aid bill and report were referred to the House

“alendar,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XITI, private bills and resolutions of the

“following titles were severally reported from committees, deliv-

ered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House, as follows:

Mr. NORTON of Ohio, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 4795) granting
an increase of pension to John O'Connor, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 877); which gaid bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. ROBB, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the bill of the Senate (S, 1284) for the relief of W. H. L.
Pepperell, of Concordia, Kans.,reported the same without amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 878); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SOUTHARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2824) to pay certain judg-
ments against John C. Bates and Jonathan A, Yeckley, captain
and first lieutenant in the United States Army, for acts done by
them under orders of their superior officers, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 879): which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. UNDERHILL, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6749) for the relief of
Mary A. Bwift, reported the same without amendment, accompa-
nied by areport (No. 3880); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 2232) for the relief of
Louis Weber, reported the same without amendment, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 883); which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the Private Calendar,

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged from
the consideration of bills of the following titles; which were
thereupon referred as follows:

A bill (H. R, 3767) granting a on to John W. Hartley—
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 4537) for the relief of William Wheeler Hubbell—
Committee on Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee
on War Claims,

A bill (H. R.4538) to pay just compensation to Willian Wheeler
Hubbell for his invention of high-power steel guns, and improve-
ments in other guns made and adopted by the United States for
its military service and Navy at the present time—Committee on
Claims discharged, and referred to the Committee on War Claims.

A bill (CHO R. 5340) granting an increase of penmsion to John
Bro mmittee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXITI, bills, resolutions, and memorials
ctaf 1%l:ua following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows:

By Mr. BULL: A bill (H. R. 8751) to amend section 18 of the
act to reorganize and increase the efficiency of the personnel of
the Navy and Marine Corps of the United States, approved March
3, 1899—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: A bill (H. R. 8752) to prevent the gell-
ing of or dealing in beer, wine, or any intoxicating drinks in any
post exchange, or canteen, or transport, or upon any premises used
for military purposes by the United States—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. CURTIS: A bill (H. R, 8753) authorizing the Santa Fe
Pacific Railroad Company to sell or lease its railroﬁ, property, and
ga}'icg;%es, and for other purposes—to the Committee on Pacific

ailroads,

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi: A bill (H. R, 8754) to define
renovated butter, and to impose a tax upon and to regulate the
sale of the same—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 8755) for the erection of a public
buildingat Ellicott City, Md.—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

y Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 8756) to place the civil clerical
force at headquarters of the United States Marine Corps on an
equal footing with the clerical force of the Navy Department—to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 8757) for the erection of a public
building at Laurel, Md.—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

By Mr. BERRY: A bill (H. R. 8758) toincrease limit of cost of

st-office buildin%at Carrollton, Ky.—to the Committee on Pub-

ic Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 8774) to equalize and
regulate the duties of the judges of the district courts of the
'Ijjndil_:egl States in the State of Alabama—to the Committee on the

udiciary.

By Mr. RICHARDSON: A joint resolution (H.J, Res. 182) pro-
hibiting the transportation of wood pulp, printing paper, and so
forth, from one State to another—to the Committee on the Judi-

ciary.

gg Mr. JOY: A resolution (H. Res, 155) relative to the one hun-
dredth anniversary of the purchase of the Louisiana Territory by
the United States—to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. HEPBURN: A resolution (H. Res. 1566) relating to the
consideration of H. R. 2538 on March 6, 1900—to the Committee
on Rules.

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 157) relatin
clause 6, Rule XX1V, of the rules of the
on Rules,

to the amendment of
ouse—to the Committee

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
%hﬁ following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows:

By Mr. BOWERSOOK: A bill (H. R. 8759) granting a pension
to Adda Tubbs—to the Commifttee on Pensions.

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 8760) granting a pension to Pias
Hayten, of Idaho Springs, Colo.—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. .

By Mr. DRISCOLL: A bill (H. R. 8761) to remove the charge
of desertion from the military record of William H. Moore, alias
William Moorey—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GASTON: A bill (H. R. 8762) granting a pension to
Joseph W. Baker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
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Also, a bill (H. R. 8763) fra'ntin a pension to Abraham Levi-
son—to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. I

By Mr. HOFFECKER: A bill (H. R. 8764) granting an increase
of pension to Robert C. Rogers—to the Committee on Pensions.

y Mr. JONES of Washington: A bill (H. R. 8765) for the relief
of John C. Smith—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. KERR: A bill (H. R. 8766) granting a pension to Mar-
garet Newcomb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. :

By Mr, REEDER: A bill (H. R, 8767) granting an increase in
pension to H. P, Mann—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8708) granting increase in pension to B. F\
Shirt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, SIMS: A bill (H. R. 8769) to carry out the findings of
the Court of Claims in the case of the estate of Frances King—to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 8770) granting a
pension to Hannah Lamb—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 8771) granting an increase of pension to
Lyman A. Sayles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina: A bill (H. R. 8772) to
carr;out the findings of the Court of Claims in the case of Arring-
ton Purify, administrator of Thomas Purify, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims,

By Mr., WILLIAMS of Missiﬂsipgni: A bill (H. R. 8773) to carry
out the findings of the Court of Claims in the case of Penelope
Auzburn—to the Committee on War Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

TUnder claunse 1 of Rule XXII, the following g)eﬁtions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolution of Anna M. Ross Camp, No. 1, Sons
of \?eterans, Division of Pennsylvania, protesting againat the pas-
sage of House bill prohibiting the use of uniforms or semblance
of uniforms worn by United States goldiers or State militia—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolutions of the Philadelphia Druog Exchange, with ref-
erence to the bill for the encouragement of the American mer-
chant marine—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries,

By Mr. BARTHOLDT: Petition of late members of Missouri
militia regiments of St, Clair, Mo., asking that the names of sol-
diers who served in the Missouri State Militia be placed on the pen-
sion rolls—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, resolutions of the National Building Trades Council, pro-
testing against the passageof abill prohibiting ticket brokerage—
to the Committee on Interstate and Forei mimerce.

Also, resolutions of the Central District Medical Society of Mis-
souri, against the passage of Senate bill No. 34, prohibiting vivi-
section—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, tpetition of the Latin-American Club of St. Louis, Mo., in
favor of the laying of competing cable lines to Cuba—to the Com-
mittee on Insular Affairs,

By Mr. BARTLETT: Petition of Letter Carriers’ Fraternal and
Benevolent Association, relative to the retirement and pay of civil
employees—to the Committee on Reform in the Civil ce,

, resolutions of the Medical Association of Georgia, aski
that the Surgeon-General of the United States have the rank an
pay of m 'or-feneral—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Mrﬂim L: Resolutions of the Board of Trade of Leadvyille,
Colo., nfainst leasing of public lands—to the Committee on the
Pablic Lands.

By Mr. BOWERSOCK: Petition of the Topeka (Kans.) Academy
of Medicine and Surgery, against the passage of House bill No.
1144, relating to the prevention of further cruelty to animals in
the District of Columbia—to the Committee on the District of
Columbia. .

By Mr. BULL: Resolution of the New England Shoe and
Leather Association, in favor of free trade with Puerto Rico—to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BURKETT: Resolutions of Cigar Makers' Union, No.
143, of Lincoln, Nebr., against the admission free of duty or the
lowering of the duty on cigars imported from Puerto Rico—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CAPRON: Statement of John W. Cass, in support of
the bill for the erection of a public building at Woonsocket, R. L.—
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, resolution of the New England Shoe and Leather Associa-
tion. in favor of free trade with Puerto Rico—to the Committee
on Ways on Means,

By Mr. CALDWELL: Remonstrance of J. C. Stanner & Co.
and others, of Pana, Ill., against the parcels-post bill—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. COOPER of Texas: Petitions of the Chamber of Com-
merce, bar pilots, and citizens, all of Sabine Pass, Tex., for an ap-
propriation fo establish light and fog-signal station on Sabine
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Bank, Texas—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce.

By Mr. DAHLE of Wiscongin: Petition of G. E. Swan, of Beaver
Dam, Wis., relating to the stamp tax on medicines, etc.—to the
Committee on Wn]{s and Means.

By Mr. DALZELL: Resolutions of Chemung Valley Tobacco
Growers’ Association, relative to Puerto Rican tariff—to the Com-
mittee on- Ways and Means. :

Also, petitions of members of the select and common councils
of Pittsburg and Allegheny, Pa., favoring the passage of House
bill No. 4851, for the reclassification of postal clerks—to the Com-
mittee on the Post-Office and Post- 8.

Also, papers to accompany House bill to increase the pension
of Joseph L. Thomas—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, ELLIOTT: Resolutions of the Cotton Exchange of
Charleston, 8. C., favoring the passage of Senate bill No. 728 and
House bill No. 5499, to promote the efficiency of the Revenue-
Cutter Service—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr, ESCH: Resolutions adopted by Ci Makers’ Local
Union No. 61, of La Crosse, Wis.,in relation to the reclamation and
settlement of public land—to the Committee on the Public Lands,

By Mr. GROUT: Resolutions of the National Board of Trade
at their thirteenth anunual meeting, held in Washington, D. C.,
favoring the pa of House bill No. 887, for the promotion of
exhibits in the Philadelphia museums—to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, favoring the appointment of a commission for extend-
?Ea?r:da with China and Japan—to the Committee on Foreign

Also, memorial of N, O. Murphy, governor of Arizona, with
reference to arid-land reclamation and water storage—to the Com-
mittee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

Also, resolution of the New York Mercantile Exchange, indors-
ing House bill No. 7667, relative to the branding of cheese—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of Alonzo O. Bliss, Washington, D. C., for the re-
peal of the stamp tax on proprietary medicines, perfumery, etc.—
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, resolutions adopted by the Grand Lodge of Vermont, In-
dependent Order of Good Templars, E. M. Campbell, secretary,
praying for more stringent legislation against the sale of liquors
1an t%e Army canteens—to the Committee on Alcoholic Liguor

affic,

Also, resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, for the better Jgovemment of the Territory of Alaska—
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, resolutions of the National Building Trades Council of
America, H. W. Steinbiss, St. Lonis, Mo., secretary, protesting
against the passage of bill prohibitin ticket brokerage—to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of the State of
New York, favoring the establishment of an uptown branch of
the New York City post-office—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of Mrs. Lena P. Cowdin, of New York City,
favoring the passage of House bill No. 6879, relating to the em-

loyment of graduate women nurses in the hospital service of the
nited States Mm%—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, HALL: Petitions of George T. H , A. W. Nieder-
riter, and other citizens of Clarion County, Pa., favoring the pas-
sage of a bill imposing a ta.xugon oleomargarine, butterine, etc.—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, HITT: Papers to accompany House bill No. 5134, grant-
ing increase of pension to J. F. Allison—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. LACEY: Petition of Local Union No. 152, United Mine
‘Workers of America, of Ottumwa, Iowa, in relation to eight-hour
law and prison labor—to the Committee on Labor.

By Mr. MERCER: Resolutions of the Nebraska Beet Sngar As-
sociation, with reference to duties on sugar—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

ByMr.PUGH: Pa})ers to accompany House bill No. 3871, grant-
ing a pension to W.J. Worthington, of Greenup County, Ky.—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RICHARDSON: Papers relating to the claim of James
M. Catlett, of Fauquier Station, Va.—to the Committee on War

aims,

By Mr. SHERMAN: Petition of C. W.Porter and other citizens
of Rome, N, Y,, for a law subjecting food and dairy products to
the laws of the State or Territory into which they are imported—
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. s

By Mr,.STARK: Petition of C. P. Metcalf and 42 others, of Carl-
ton and vicinity,and F, H. Porter and 381 others, of Ware, all in the
Fourth Congressional district of Nebraska, urging a clause in the
Havwaiian constitution forbidding the manufacture and sale of
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intoxicating liquors and a prohibition of gambling and the opium
trade—to the (}omnu'ttoe on the Territories.

By Mr, WEEKS: Petition of Mich: Dairymen’s Association,
favoring the passage of House bill No. 8717, relative to oleomar-
garine—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WEYMOUTH: Petition of A, Howe and 41 other
mémbers of Post No, 29, Department of Massachusetts, Grand
Army of the Republic, and citizens of the Fourth Congressional
district of Massachusetts, in favor of House bill No. 4742, for mili-
tary instruction in the public schools—to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs,

SENATE.
WEDNESDAY, February 21, 1900,

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLsurN, D. D,

The Secretary pmceedeﬁ to read the Journal of yesterday’s pro-
ceedings, when, on motion of Mr, SEWELL, and by unanimous con-
gent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Journal, without objec-
tion, will stand approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Re ntatives, by Mr. W. J.
BROWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
the joint resolution (8. R. 55) aut.horizin%the President to appoint
one woman commissioner to represent the United States and the
National Society of the Daughters of the American Revolution at
the unveiling of the statue of Lafayette at the exposition in
Paris, France, in 1900.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED,

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 5493) for the relief of claimants
having suits against the United States pending in the circuit and
district courts of the United States affected by the act of June 27,
1898, menw of March 8, 1887; and it was therenpon
gigned by the ident pro tempore.

MEMORIAL ASSOCIATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By authority of jointresolution
relating to the Memorial Association of the District of Columbia,
approved June 14, 1892, I mm as members of said association,
each for the full term of years, Hon. John Hay and Judge
Walter S. Cox; Gen. Nelson A. Miles, vice J. C. Bancroft Davis,
resigned, for the unexpired term of two years.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. SEWELL presented a petition of sundry of Bur-
lington County, N. J., praying for the repeal of the stamp tax upon
proprietary medicines, perfumeries, and cosmetics; which was
referred to the Committee on Finance,

He also presented a petition of the Daughters of the Society of
the Revolution of New Jersey, praying for the enactment of legis-
lation fixing the pay of letter carriers in all cities; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-Roads.

Mr. PLATT of New York presented a memorial of Liocal Union
No, 248, Cigarmakers’ International Union, of Salamanca, N. Y.,
remonstrating inst the enactment of 1 tion admittin
ci free of duty from Puerto Rico or the Philippine Islands;
which was referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands and
Puerto Rico.

Mr. COCERELL presented a memorial of the Commission Mer-
chants and Game Dealers’ Association of Missouri, remonstrating
against the enactment of legislation to regulate the shipment of
wild game from one State to another; which was referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also ﬁresenhd a petition of the Industrial Council of Kan-
sas City, Mo., praying that all the remaining public lands be held
for the benefit of the whole people, and that no grants of title to
any of the lands be made to any 'but actnal settlers and home

builders on the lands; which was referred to the Committee on
Pablic Lands.
He also presented a petition of the Merchants' Exchange of St.

Louis, Mo., and a petition of the Manufacturers' Association of
8t. Lonis, Mo., praying that an appropriation be made to continue
the work of the Philadelphia Commercial Museum; which were
referred to the Committee on Commerce, )

Mr. DANIEL presented the memorials of John B. Bowers, of
Catletts, Va.; of Cmigv& Doyle, of Craigville, Va., and of J,T.
Oliver, of Ivy Depof, Va., remonstrating against the enactment
of legislation to provide for the regulation of shipments of game
from one State to another; which were referred to the Committee
on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the Business Men’s Association
of Manchester, Va., praying for the enactment of 1 tion to

romote the commerce and increase the foreign trade of the United
tates, etc.; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

. HOAR. 1 present resolutions of the legislature of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to an appropriation by
Congress for the improvement of Boston Harbor. I ask that the

rcegoluﬁons may be read in full and referred to the Committee on
mimerce,

There being no objection, the resolutions wereread, and referred
to the Committee on Commerce, as follows:

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS,
In the year 1900.
Resolutions relative to an appropriation l}ythe Congress of the United States
for the improvement of Beston Harbor.
Whereas large sums of money have been expended by the Commonwoealth
in the development of a system of docks in Boston Harbor; an
‘Whereas to obtain the full benefit of the said tem it is necessary that
the channel of Boston Harbor shall be widened and deepened; and
ereas this improvement would be of advantage not only to Boston and
Massachusetts, but also to all New England: Be it
Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is hereby requested to
appropriate a sum sufficient for this ; and that the Senators and
resentatives in Congress from this are requested to use all reasonab.
endeavors toward this end.
Resolved, That p‘romrl{,attaataé copies of these resolutions be sent to the
presai officers of both branches of Rnng-reas and to the Senators and Rep-
resentatives in Congress from this Commonwealth.

Hovusk oF REPRESENTATIVES, February 6, 1900,

Adopted: Sent up for concurrence.
JAMES W. EIMBALL, Clerk.
BENATE, February 9, 1900,

Adopted in concurrence.

HENRY D. COOLIDGE, Clerk.
A trus copy.
Attest: JAMES W. KIMBALL,

Clerk of House of Representatives.

Mr. HOAR presented the petition of William 8, Flint and 99
other druggists of Worcester, Mass., praying for the repeal of the
stamg taxupon proprietary medicines, perfumeries, and cosmetics;
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of the Ramsey County Med-
ical Bociety of Minnesota, praying for the establishment of homes
or colonies where lepers can be aengg%ed; which was referred to
the Committee on Public Health and National Quarant‘ine.

He also ted a memorial of Stone Masons’ Union No. 4, of
Duluth, ., remonstrating against the cession of public lands
to the States and Territories; which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Lands.

Mr. GALLINGER. 1 NPMt a protest from about 30 farm-
ers in Cheshire County, N. H., most of whom, I think, if not all,
are producers of tobacco. Their protest is against the free im-
portation of tobacco and agricultural products from any part of
the world. I ask that the memorial go to the Committee on
Finance, The Puerto Rican bill having been , the memo-
rial would ordinarily lie on the table, but I should like to have it
go to the Committee on Finance.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be so referred.

Mr. PERKINS presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Los
Angeles, Cal., praying that an appropriation be made to continue
the work of the Philadelphia Commercial Museum; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the Sacramento County Humane
Society of California, praying for the enactment of legislation for
the further prevention of cruelty to animals in the District of Co-

lumbia; which was referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

He also ented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Fresno, ., and a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of San

Diego, Cal., praying for the construction of the Nicaragua Canal;
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce of
Los Angeles, Cal., prayggfnt;hab an appropriation be made for the
improvement of theinner harborat San Pedro, inthat State; which
was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

He also presented a memorial of the Iroquois Club of San Fran-
cisco, Cal., remonstrating t the ratification of the proposed
Hay-Pauncefote treaty; which was referred to the Committee on

Foreign Relations.
He also presented a petition signed by the senators and assem-
blymen of the Califo: State legislature, praying that an appro-

priation be made to continue the Mission Tule River Indian
Agency at San Jacinto, in that State; which was referred to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

He also presented a petition of the Trades Union of Vallejo,
Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation to enable the work-
ingmen employed in the navy-yards, naval stations, efe., to secure
an annual leave of absence with pay; which was referred to the
Committee on Naval Affairs,

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of Los
Angeles, Cal,, praying for the enactment of legislation to increase
the merchant marine of the country; which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

He also presented a memorial of Local Union No. 36, Carpenters
and Joiners, of d, Cal., remonstrating against the cession
of the public lands to any other than actual settlers and home
builders; which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands.

He also presented a petition of the Board of Trade of San Fran-
cisco, Cal., pra; for the of the so-called ship-subsidy
bill; which was referred to the Committee on Commerce,
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